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TH  E  readers  of  this  controverfy  con- 
cerning the  perfon  of  CbriJ^  will,  I 
doubt  not,  congratulate  thenifelves  on  feeing 
jt  in  new  hands,  and  in  thofe  of  perfons  who 
promife  to  conduft  it  both  with  better  tem- 
per, and  with  more  knawledge  of  iheiuli^ 
jeft,  than  it  was  done  by  Dr,  Horfley^ 

According  to  appearance, '  Vve  muff  now 
defpair  of  hearing  any  thing  more  from  the 
Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans.  But  this  is  not 
to  be  regretted,  while  fuch  a  man  as  the 
Dean  of  Canterbury  has  announced  his  en- 
trance into  the  fame  field  of  combat,  while 
Mr.  Howes  (though  his  motions  are  more 
tardy  than  he  gave  us  reafon  to  expeft  they 
would  be)  remains  in  it^  while  Mr.  White, 
the  learned  profcflbr  of  Arabic  at  Oxford,  dif- 
coyers  fo  much  laudable  zeal  in  the  caufe  of 
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orthodoxy;  and  while  others,  of  no  lefs  eru- 
dition*, I  am  infQrnied,  are  preparing  to 
join  the  corps,  now  that  they  fee  the  danger 
to  \>e  prefjing. 

Indeed,  in  a  cafe  of  fo  great  emergency, 
when  fo-  much  hiay  be  loft,  viz.  the  uninter- 
ruped  pofTeflion  of  ages,  and  fo  much  Ao-* 
nour  (to  fay  nothing  of  emolument  J  is  to  be 
acquired  by  preferving  it,  who  that  has  any 
confidence  in  his  prowefs  would  not  crowd 
to  the  flandard,  eredecj  by  the  Dean  of 
t:^teroury;Awh^:-1p  loudly  calls  upon  all 
the  fHQnd»X)f  firthodoxy,  to  contend  eamejlly 
for  '{•k'Ej*^//^'.?^     Without  any  difparage- 

menftcf'tttts*Jtf6J^  learned  and  worthy  digni- 
tary, I  hope  his  call  will  foon  be  anfwcrcd 
by  numbers,  ftill  higher  in  rank,  and  ir; 
fame,  than  even  himfelft 

To  be  perfedly  ferious ;   I  muft  acknow- 
ledge that  it  gives  me  more  pleafure  than  I 

*  ♦  la  this  I  alluded  more  particularly  to  Mr,  Parkhurjf^ 
wliofc  work  having  appeared  fincc  this  Preface  was  wiit- 
ten,  I  havtfhad  an  opportunity  of  replying  tq  it  at  the 
clofe  of  the  prefent  publication, 
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can  txprtCs,  to  fee  fuch  a  profped  of  this 
very  important  queft ion,  concerning  the  per ^ 
Jon  ofCbrift.  being  thoroughly  difcufiedy  and 
perhaps  finally  terminated  i  fo  that  thegene^ 
rality  of  thofe  who  give  attention  to  thefc 
fubjedtSy  may  have  reafon  to  think,  that  every 
confideration  on  which  their  judgment  ought 
to  be  formed,  will  be  fairly  before  them  i 
that  every  weak  or  doubtful  argument  will 
appear  to  be  fo,  and  that  nothing  will  remain 
in  the  fcale,  but  what  has  unqueftionabic 
weight. 

The  Icarhed  and  inquilitivc  will  then  no 
longer  halt  between  two  opinions.  If  Chrift 
be  truly  God^  they  will  receive  and  honour 
him  as  fuch ;  but  if  he  be  only  a  man  fent 
by  God  I  they  will  honour  him  as  the  am- 
baflador  of  God,  not  fo  much  regarding  him- 
felf,  as  bim  that  fent  bim.  And  whatever 
fhall  be  the  fettled  opinion  of  the  learned^  it 
will,  in  due  time,  become  that  of  the  un- 
learned, and  of  the  chriftian  world  in  gene- 
ral.    To  be  the  inftruments  in  the  hands  of 

■ 

Divine  Providence  in  bringing  about  io  great 
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an  event,  is  fo  honourable,  that  I  hope  it 
cannot  fail  to  excite  the  laudable  ambition  of 
many.  Such  an  opportunity  of  diftinguifh- 
ing  themfclves,  and  of  ferving  the  caufe  of 
truth,  may  not  foon  occur  again. 

I  feel  more  particular  fatisfa£tion  in  that 
part  of  this  generous  conteft  which  relates 
to  Dr.  Price ;  partly  becaufe  it  is  the  firfl: 
opportunity  that  has  been  afforded  me  of 
difcuffing  in  this  manner  the  fubjedt  of 
Arianijm  I  and  alfo  beciufe  it  enables  me  to 
give  another  example  of  the  manner  in 
vrhich  I  moft  wi(h  to  condudl  a  contro- 
versy j  to  (hew  that  friends  to  each  other 
liiay,  at  the  fame  time,  be  greater  friends  to 
truth,  and  that  they  can  even  carnefily  con^ 
tend  for  this,  without  the  leaft  hazard  of  a 
breach  in  their  friendship. 

It  is  too  common  for  perfons  engaged  in 

controvcrfy  to  lofe  fight  of  truth,  and  to 

contend  for  viStory  only.     And  when  that 

is  the  objcdt,  thofe  paffions  which  enter  into 

other  contefts,  which  have  the  fame  objeft, 

enter 
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enter  into  this  ^  and  the  effedt  is  both  un- 
pleafiuit  in  itfelf,  and  in  a  variety  of  refpcds^ 
un£ivourable  to  the  caufe  of  truth,  fiut  in 
our  former  difcuffion  of  the  dodtriiles  of  ma^ 
terialifm^  and  nfceffity^  nothing  of  this  kind 
Appeared  on  either  lide,  and  the  door  (hall 
be  as  rdigioufly  (hut  agaiiift  it  in  this. 

That  difcuffion  was  brought  to  its  pro- 
J>er  termination;  each  of  us  having  ad<- 
vanced  every  thing  that  we  thought  proper 
in  fupport  of  our  refpedivc  opiDions,  and 
then  we  made  a  joint  publication  of  the 
whole.  In  this  cafe,  my  friend  has  declared 
his  refolution  not  to  engage  in  any  contro- 
vcrfy ;  and,  as  the  time  is  approaching, 
when  I  may  think  proper  to  make  a  fimilar 
refolution,  I  fhall  not  urge  him  on  the  fub- 
jeft.  But  I  write  with  his  fall  confent ;  and 
we  both  of  us  earneftly  wifli  that  fome  other 
comrhon  friend,  at  lead  fome  other  learned 
Arian,  who,  like  him,  fhall  be  actuated  by 
a  pure  love  of  truth,  may  take  his  place. 
Whoever  he  be,  I  will  engage  that  he  (hall 
have  no  reafon  to  complain  of  mc.     He 

A  4  (hall 
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fhall  have  nothing  to  fear  but  fair  difpaf^ 
fionate  argument ;  and  if  he  be  worthy  to 
fucceed  Dr.  Price,  it  will  be  a  matter  of  in- 
differetice  to  him,  whether  the  friendly  con- 
ted  end  in  his  favour,  or  in  mine. 

My  highly  valued  friend  will  himfelf  not 
fail  to  give  due  attention  to  what  we  write ; 
and  if  he  fhould  fee  reafon  to  change  his 
opinion  with  refpcdt  to  any  particular  ar- 
ticle in  the  difcuflion,  I  have  no  doubt  but 
that  he  will  generoufly  avow  it  in  the  future 
editions  of  his  Sermons.  Should  he  be  in- 
duced to  abandon  Arianifm  altogether  (O 
that  this  were  not  too  much  to  be  expedted 
of  vianj  I  have  as  little  doubt,  that  he 
vvould  take  an  early  opportunity  of  acknow- 
ledging it,  and  with  that  ingenuous  franknefs 
which  marks  his  charafter.  In  this  cafe, 
we  (hould  perhaps  alfo  have  from  his  hand, 
a  ftriking  view  of  the  Socinian,  or  as  he 
himfelf  would  then  call  it,  the  only  proper 
unitarian  doftrinc.  There  is  an  energy  in 
what  he  delivers,  as  coming  directly  frorn 
the  heart,  which  few  writers  have  attained. 

It 
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It  is  not  mere  mental  ability  that  can  en- 
able a  man  to  write  like  him.  It  requires 
perfedi  integrity,  as  well  as  a  found  under- 
flanding.  Better  were  it  to  be  in  any  error 
with  fuch  a  heart,  than  have  the  beft  head, 
and  hold  all  truth,  without  it. 

Writing  to  the  Dean  of  Canterbury,  who 
is  at  the  head  of  a  college  in  Oxford,  I  was 
infenfibly  lead  to  addrefs  myfelf  io  the  young 
tntn  ivfjo  are  in  a  ccurfe  of  education  for  the 
chrijlinn  mini  ft  ry  at  the  tzvo  univerfities.  For 
this,  I  hope,  to  obtain  their  pardon,  if  not 
their  thanks.  What  I  have  done  proceeds 
from  an  earneft  define  to  awaken  their  atten- 
tion to  a  fubjccfl  that  moft  nearly  concerns 
them,  and  through  them />6^/>//^/;V,  whom 
they  are  dcflined  to  ferve. 

To  have  gone  on,  as  many  have  done,  from 
generation  to  generation,  fubfcribing  what 
thev  have  not  confidered,  and  then  main- 
raining  it  becaufe  they  have  fubfcribed  it, 
and  becaufe  they  would  be  diftrefled  if  they 

fliould 
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fhould  abandon  at  once  the  fruits  of  theit' 
fubfcription^  cah  only  have  arifen  from  a 
want  of  attention  to  fo  ferious  a  fubjed. 
Tlie  moil  important  and  the  plaineft  of  all 
truths  may  not  be  perceived^  till  it  be  dif- 
tindly  pointed  out.  But  when  attention  is 
excited,  the  ingenuous  youths  who  tvould 
otherwife  have  gone  heedlefsly  on,-  as  thou- 
fands  have  done  before  him,  will  fbrt  at 
the  apprehenfion  of  a  wrong  ftep  in  hii 
tondudl,  as  at  the  light  of  a  precipice  before 
him ;  and  then,  whatever  be  the  inconve- 
nience of  retreating,  he  will  fee  that  it  mufl 
be  better  than  to  proceed. 

May  the  God  of  truth  open  all  our  minds^ 
and  lead  us  into  all  truth ;  and  efpccially  may 
he  give  us  the  courage  to  acknowledge  it, 
when  it  is  difcovered.  The  cohfequences 
of  this  may,  in  certain  circumftances,  be 
painful,  but  they  are  temporary ;  whereas 
the  confequence  of  perfifting  in  error,  and 
of  living  in  the  perpetual  violation  of  in- 
tegrity,  while  it  fills  the  ingenuous  mind 

with 
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With  cnguifli   here,   muft  be   followed  by 
much  greater  anguiib  hereafter.    Such  con-* 
dud  requires  only  to  be  fairly  exhibited. 
It  muft  at  once  be  feen  to  be  unworthy  of 
a  man,  and  much  more  fo  of  a  chriftiaUi 
and  a  chridian  miniAer. 


\ 


As  I  wifh  not  to  trouble  mj  readers  with 
more  publications  in  this  controverfy  than 
may  be  neceflary ;  and  I  expeft,  at  leaft 
hope,  to  have  many  more  antagonids  than 
have  yet  appeared,  I  here  inform  them, 
that  I  (hall  not  make  an  immediate  reply  to 
every  particular  publication,  but  (hall  gene-« 
rally  wait  a  proper  lime,  in  order  to  take 
into  con(ideration  what  may  be  advanced 
by  feveral  of  them,  as  I  have  done  on  this 
occafion. 

It  is  my  earned  \vi(h  that  this  important 
controverfy  with  trinitarians,  and  efpecially 
with  Arians,  may  come  to  a  proper  termina- 
tion. 
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tion.  Nothings  as  I  have  more  than  once  de-* 
clared,  ihali  be  wanting  on  my  part  to  bring 
it  to  this  defirable  iiTue;  and  I  pledge  myfelf 
to  the  public,  not  to  pafs  without  notice 
any  objection  to  which  I  may  be  unable  to 
make  a  fatisfadory  reply.  If  it  relate  to  a 
fubjcdl  of  much  confeqncnce,  I  (hall  not 
only  make  a  frank  ackaowledgment  of  my 
miftake,  but  take  the  moft  early  opportu- 
nity of  doing  it;  but  if  it  only  afFedt  an  ar-» 
tide  of  fmall  confequcnce,  I  may  content 
myfelf  with  corredting  my  works,  if  they 
fliould  ever  come  to  another  edition.  If 
any  perfon  think  me  fuperior  to  my  adver* 
farics  with  refpeft  to  force  of  argument 
(which  can  only  arifc  from  the  goodnefs  of 
the  caufc  which  I  have  efpoufed)  I  am  de- 
termined to  give  them  proofs  of  a  ftill  greater 
fuperiority  with  refpedt  to  ingenuozifn(*fs . 

Let  it  be  underftood,  however,  that  ihis 
engagement  relates  only  to  the  hifiory  that 
I  have  given  of  the  rife  and  progrefs  of  the 
trinitarian  doctrine,  of  Arianifm,  and  of 
unitarianifm,   in  the  early  ages,  which  is  a 

proper 
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proper  field  for  the  learned  in  ecclejiajlical 
biftory,  and  not  to  that  branch  of  the  con- 
troverfy  which  has  been  fo  long  canvafled^ 
that  very  little  that  is  new  cnn  be  expefted 
to  be  advanced  on  any  fide^  I  mean  the  doc^ 
trine  of  the  fcnptures  on  the  fubjedl,  any 
farther  (ban  it  may  be  introduced  inciden- 
tally, and  in  connexion  with  the  hi^orical 
difcuiTion. 

But  this  hiftorical  difcuffion,  when  the 
nature  of  it  is  well  confidered,  cannot,  as  I 
have  frequently  obfcrved,  but  be  thought 
to  decide  concerning  the  whole  controverfy. 
For,  if  it  be  true,  as  I  have  endeavoured  to 
prove  by  copious  hillorical  evidence,  not 
only  that  proper  unitarians  were  in  commu- 
nion with  the  catholic  church,  and  were 
not  clafTed  with  heretics  ;  but  that  the  great 
mafs  of  unlearned  chriftians  continued  to  be 
(imply  unitarians  till  the  fecond  and  third 
century,  it  will  hardly  be  doubted  but  that 
their  inftru6lors,  viz.  the  apoftles,  and  firft 
(lifciples  of  Chriil:,  were  unitarians  alfo,  and 

thereforq 
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therefore  that  no  other  interpretation  of  the 
fcriptures  than  that  of  the  unitarians^  as  op- 
poiied  to  that  of  the  trinitarlans^  or  Arians, 
can  be  the  true  one. 

N.  B.  I  am  juft  informed,  that  it  was 
not  Mr.  Prettyman,  but  Dr.  Prettyman  him* 
felf,  the  prefent  bi(hop  of  Lincoln,  who 
preached  the  Sermon,  mentioned  page  6.  I 
ihould  be.forry  to  fix  a  charge  of  illiberal ity 
pn  any  wrong  perfoa  ;  and  I  (hall  now  with 
more  confidence  exped,  from  the  high  rank 
of  his  Lordfhip,  that  he  will  do  me  th^ 
iuflice  I  rec^uire, 

%*  A  year  is  nearly  elapfed  fince  this 
Preface  was  written,  but  nothing  has  yet 
pome  from  the  Bifhop  on  the  fubjed. 

^IRMINGHAMi, 
Fbb.  t>  1781, 
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LETTER     I. 

Introduniofty  and  of  the  Charge  of  Ignorance  or  Infin- 
cerity  in  the  Defenders  of  the  DoSrine  of  the  Trinity. 

Rev.  Sir/ 

AFTER  being  engaged  in  a  controvcrfy  re- 
lating to  the  doftrinc  of  the  Trinity^  with 
fome  very  infolent,  and,  as  I  think  I  have  fhewn, 
infufficient  antagonifts,  I  rejoice,  that  in^*^«  I  have 
met  wich  one  who  is  truly  candid,  learned,  and  in 
every  view  refpcftable.     You,  Sir,  are  as  lenfible 
as  myfclf  of  the  importance  of  this  difcufTion,  and 
have  the  fame  wifh  to  conduft  it  in  the  moft  pro- 
per, that  is,  in  tl^e  moft  amicable  manner,  as  lovers 
of  truth,  and  not  contenders  for  viftory.     "  We 
"  muft  not,*'  you  fay,  p.  9,  **  knowingly  engage 
**  in  a  bad  caufe,  nor  perfcvere,  if,  in  the  procef?, 
**  wc  difcover  our  caufe  to  be  a  bad  one.    No  mif- 
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**  chief,"  p.  15,  "  will  arife  from  the  difcufTion. 
*'  Truth  always  has  been,  and  always  will  be,  a 
"  g^oer  by  it.'* 

With  refpcft  to  the  fubjeA  of  this  controverfy, 
.you  very  juftly  (ay,  p.  2,  "  If  the  dofttine  of  the 
**  trinity  be  not  true,  the  chrillian  church  has  been 
*'  ^Uty  of  idolatry  •"  and,,  thpugb  I  do  not  tttinlSk 
it  is  With  equal  jufticethat  you  add,  **  from  the 
"  very, days  of  the  apoftlcs,"  it  has  certainly  been 
the  cafe  fron:)  a  very  early  period.  Againft  an  ac- 
cufation  of  this  magnitude,  you,  who  hold  the  doc- 
trine, certainly  do  well  to  defend  yourfelves,  and 
to  exert  all  your  powers  to  repel  the  attack  that  is 
made  uponypu^  ^ 

You  agree  with  me  in  having  no  diflike  to  con- 
troverfy  in  general,  faying,  p.  15,  "  iijs  a  wjjolc- 
"  fomp  eycrcifefor  us.  It  excites  attention*  and 
"^prqvcnis  indifiptence,,  the  enemy  , of. al]  others 
**  the  moft  to  be  dreaded."  In  this.  howe.Yer>  you 
diff?ry?ry  widely  from  Mr.  Howes  i  wbt^jhough.. 
he  very  voluntarily  engages  in  this  dttcuflipp, ,  Is  of  . 
opinion,. that  npgood  ever  arofe  from.fODtroverfy. 

A^y9U  and  I,  Sir,  agree  Jn/o  magy  paijtvculari,, 
I  flatter  myfelf  that,  in  due  tio^^^  wc  fliall  t^C^blj:... 
^co  bnng  tnis  important  con^pv,erfy  to  3  proper,,'. 
tcr)Tiination»  fo  tl^t|  whatever  may  be  the  cafe  ,wif  h ,". 
rcfei^to  oui;fpivcs  ^aod'othfiji,,.  ci^gc4  in  il^^, 
d)l$:uflion  (fol.  wboTe.pitjfid^^  ^i9^9,[i<;(;  ^yvijl  ca^  „ 
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bcTmadc)  attcntirc' readers  will  be  able  to  pcrceiyc 
•n  which  fide  the  truth  lies. 

Bcfdrr  I*  proceed-  any  farther;  I  wifti  to  fct  you 
right  with  rcfpeft  to  a  charge  againft  me,  that  I 
am  confident  is  ill-founded,  viz.  that  I  confider 
all  the  defenders  of  the  dodrine  of  the  trinity  as 
etther-fgnbrani!  or  inlincere,  p.  30.  I  really  cannot 
imagih;  on  what  it  is  that  this  fuppofition  is 
founded;  fince,  in  a  variety  of  paflages  in  my 
writings,'- 1. ha veexprefTed  the  greateft  rcfpeft  for 
fome  of  thofe  whb  have  defended  the  doftrines  of 
the  church  of  Rome;  as  well  as  thofe  of  the  church 
of  England  ;  and  I  have  no  doubt  of  their  being 
equal  to  any  unitarians,  with  refpeft  to  ability, 
learning,  orimegrityi 

This  charge,  I  fuppofc,  you  have  adopted  from 
Dr.  Horfley,  who  advanced  it' in  h\s  Letters  to  me', 
p,  172,  But  you  (hould  not  have  repeated  it 
without  having  read,  and  noticed,  my  reply  to  him 
on  that  fubjeft,  in  my  Second  Set  of  Letters  to  bim  ; 
in  which,  among  other  things,  I  fay,  p.  2 1 3 j  ^  I 
*^  do  not  pretend  to  recoiled  all  that  I  have  writ- 
'*  ten  -,  but  1  have  fuch  a  confcioufnefs  of  never 
f^  having  meant,  or  intended  to  fay,  what  Dr. 
f  Horfley .  here  charges  me  with,  that  I  will  ven-* 
*^  turc  to  aflcrt  that  he  cannot  have  any  more  au- 
"*  thority  for  this,  than  for  the  privileges  granted 
"  to-  the  Jcwifli  chriftians  of  Jerufalcm  on  their 
'*  abandoning  :the  ceremonies  of  theirold  religion. 
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V  I  (hall  therefore  confider  this  charge  of  Dr. 
"  Horfley  as  a  m^rc  calumny,  till  he  (hall  produce 
"  fome  evidence  for  it. •  And  if,  in  any  of  my 
"  writings,  he  ca?i  find  fufficicnt  authority  for  his 

accufation,  I  here  recradl  what  1  advanced,  and 

afk  pat  don  for  it." 


As  Dr.  Horfley  did  publifli  a  Reply  to  my 
Letters^  without  producing  any  proof  of  i  is  charge, 
I  am  at  liberty  to  confidtr  it  not  only  as  a  calumrty, 
but  as  an  acknowledged  one,  with  the  aggravation 
of  his  not  having  the  grace  to  afk  pardcn  for  it ; 
which  certainly  a  regard  to  truth,  and  to  the  public, 
called  for.  Since  you.  Sir,  choofe  to  take  up  the 
matter  where  he  left  it,  I  am  under  a  necefTity  of 
calling  upon  you,  to  do  what  he  ought  to  have 
done,  or  to  acknowledge  your  inability  to  do  it, 
and  confequently  the  injullice  of  your  accufation. 
1  have  the  fame  right  to  call  upon  Dr.  Parr,  who 
has  likewife  recorded  this  accufation  in  the  notes  to 
his  Sermon  on  Education. 

It  is  true^  that  I  do  not  think  quite  fo  highly  of 

Dr.  Horfley 's  literature  as  you   do;   but  among 

other  defenders  of  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  I  am 

far  from  denying  him  a  competent  fhare  of  it : 

though  he  has,  upon  all  occafions,  exprefTed  the 

greatefl  contempt  for  mine;  befides  charging  me 

repeatedly  with  the  mo^  fraudulent  prailicts  in  the 

conduft  of  this  controverfy.     I  wifh  his  ingenuouf- 

nefs  had  been  equal  to  his  ability,  or  his  leaminr. 
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As  to  your  learning,  Sir,  no  perfon  who  has/een 
your  Ccmmtntary  en  the  Pfalms^  can  call  it  in  queftion. 
And  that  you  are  a  real  believer  in  the  dodlrine  of 
the  trinity,  as  la'd  dowxi  in  the  Athanafian  creed, 
it  is  impoffible  to  entertain  a  doiibt,  after  your  very 
folemn  declaration  to  that  purpofe  5  when  you 
fay,  p.  3,  **  I  declare  before  God,  in  the  fincerity 

of  my  foul,  upon  the  bcft  judgme(it  I  can  form,. 

I  am  verily  j^crfuaded  it  is  the  doftrine  of  the 
**  fcripture,  and  of  the  primitive  church  '* 

I  am  far  from  being  offended  at  the  compli- 
ment you  pay  Dr.  Horfley,  p.  22,  2s  *'  evidently 
*•  an  over-match  for  me,  in  point  of  literature  ;'* 
and  do  not  wonder  that  you  fhould  think,  p.  15, 
that  "  the  thanks  of  the  Church  of  England  are 
"  due  to  him  for  his  feafonable,  learned,  and  jidi- 
"  cious  writings  in  her  defence;'*  and  therefore, 
that  you  Ihou'd  urge  him,  "  to  occupy  the  de- 
"  partment  he  is  fo  thoroughly  qualified  to  fill,  and 
"  to  go  on,  by  fruftrating  the  attempt*;  ©f  your 
"  adverfaries,  to  deprive  you  of  the  argument  from 
•*  tradition."  I  am  only  concened  that,  in  this, 
you  fccm  to  give  up  that  important  province  to 
him ;  when,  in  my  opinion,  it  would  be  much 
better  occupied  by  yourfelf. 

I  do  not  know,  however,  how  it  is,  but  after  the 
great  exertions  of  this  boaftful  champion  of  yours 
(whom  all  your  encomiums  and  encouragement 
will  not,  I  fear,  be^  able  to  bring  into  the  field 
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again)  your  church  fecms  more  folicitous  than  ever 
to  procure  more  help,  and  from  other  quartern. 
Your  own  Sermon^  the  objeft  of  which  is  to  exhort 
yopr  friends  to  contend  earnejily  for  the  faitbj .  is  a 
proof  of  this;  and  from  nriany  other  publications, 
as  well  as  the  language  that^  as  I  am  inforrped^  i^ 
frequently  held  from  many  pulpits  in  different 
parts  of  the  kingdom*  \  it  (hould  feem  that,  not* 
withftanding  all  that  had  been  done  by  Dr.  Hprf- 
ley,  the  faith  of  the  church,  and  copfcquently  the 
church  itfclf,  is  ftill  in  danger.  Is  all  this  "  to^^^ 
ibtJlainV^  The  leaft  that  can  be  inferred  from 
your  fcrmon  is,  that  the  controverfy  is  hardly,  well 
begun,  and  by  no  means  that  it  is  ended ;  and 
from  your  engaging  in  it,  I  flatter  myfetf  that  it- 
will  be  conducted  in  a  manner  inBnitely  more 
pleaTmg,  both  to  myfelf  and  the  public,  as  well  as 
more"  fatisfadtory  with  refpeft  to  the  objcdt  of  it; 
than  it  is  probable  that  it  would  have  been,  if  it  had* 
continued  in  the  hands  of  Dr.  Horfley. 

I  am,  with  real  efteeoi, 
Reverend  Sir, 
Your  very  humble  Servant, 
J.  P  R  I  E  S  T  LEY. 

•  I  have  heard  that  Mr.  Prettyman,  brother  to  Dr.  Pretty- 
man,  fecretary  to  Mr.  Pitt,  and  now  biihop  of  Lincoln, 
preached  a  very  virulent  fermoAj  in  which  my  name  was  men- 
tionedi  before  the  Corporation  of  Norwich.  I  hope  he  is  fo 
much  a  man  of  honour,  as  topnblifh  the-feVmon,  and  thereby 
give  me  an  opportunity  of  koovutg,  firm  himfilf^  what  he 
really  ^/V %  9f me,  tha^  ifitappj^r  tone  to  berAe<;efi^rir,  \ 
may  vindicate  myfelft 
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Of  she  Argument  from  Antiquity ^  and  of  Dr.  Horjleys 

Services  with  RefpeS  p  it. 

Rev.  Sir, 

IT  is  evident,  from  your  exhortations  to  Dr. 
'Horflcy,  and  the  whole  tenor  of  your  difcourfc, 
that,  notwich (landing  the  ftrefs  you  very  juftly 
lay  upon  the  doftrine  of  the  fcriptures^  you  do  not 
undervalue  the  opinion  of  the  primitive  church. 
You  fay,  p.  ji*  "  If  the  doftrine  of  our  Lord^s 
"  divinity  be  not  the  doctrine  of  the  fcriptures, 
**  and  of  ihe  prinnitive  church"  (as  if  thefe  mufb 
have  been  the  fame)  "  it  matters  not  hoWy  when, 
^^  or  ^  whom^  it  was  afterwards  introduced.  It 
*^  (hould  rot  have  been  received,  and  ought  noc 
*'  to  be  retained." 


If,  therefore,  it  can  be  proved  by  independent 
evidence,  that  the  great  body  of  prinriitive  chrif- 
tians  v&efc  tinirarians,  one  of  the  ftrong  holds  of 
yoiir  Faith  is  removed,  and  the  other  mull  be  in 
great  danger,  tor  you  could  hardly  have  ex- 
prbfled  yottjifelf  in  thfc  hiianrier  you  have  done, 
in  the  abovjp  qbotatibnj  if  you  h^d  not  thought 
Tome  regfird  due  to  the  fenfe  in  which  theprimi- 
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tive  chrlflians  underftood  thofe  books  of  fcripture, 
which  were  written  more  immediately  for  their 
ufe,  and  in  a  language  with  which  they  were  per- 
fedlly  acquainted ;  regard  enough  to  render  us 
doubtful  of  the  different  interpretations  which 
may  be  given  at  fo  great  a  diftance  of  time  as  the 
prefenty  and  under  the  influence  of  fuch  a  mafs  of 
prejudices  as  may  be  fuppofed  to  have  been  con- 
traftcd  in  the  courfe  of  fcventeen  hundred  years. 

It  cannot  be  doubted,  but  that  the  primitive 
chriftians  really  thought  that  their  opinions,  what- 
ever they  were,  were  contained  in  thfc  fcriptures^ 
-as^hefe  were  the  ftandard  to  which  they  conftantly 
appealed.  When  you  fay,  therefore,  of  what  I 
have  written,  as  you  choofe  to  exprefs  it,  p.  31, 
.•*  in  four  large  volumes,  concerning  the  Jews, 
'^  and  the  Gnodics,  and  the  Ebionites,  and  the 
««  Nazarenes ;  concerning  Plato,  and  Philo,  and 
**  Juftin  Martyr^  and  Tertullians  concerning 
^'  philofophers,  fathers,  and  heretics,  many  and 
**  diverfe,    but  all  unitarians*;    concerning  the 

fuppofed  caution  of  the  apoftles,  and  the  meta- 


<c 


*  There  is  rather  too  much  of  rhetoric  10  this  paflage  to  be 
ftriAly  true.  I  am  far  from  fuppoiing  that  Juftin  Martyr, 
TertttUian,  and  many  others  of  the  Fathers,  were  unitarians. 
I  have  (hewn  that  they  were  trlnitarians,  but  not  fuch  as  the 
Dean  of  Canterbury  would  call  fo  now,  as  they  did  not  believe 
the  perfedl  equality  of  all  the  three  perfons,  but  uniformly  held 
the  inferiority  of  the  Son  to  the  Father ;  which  Dr.  Horllev 
muft  alfo  do,  as  he  maintains,  that  the  Father  is  the  fiu9tain  tf 
4lrity»  and  has  fome  anknowii  prc^emiiieiic^  orer  the  Son. 
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*'  phyGcal  and  injudicious  arguments  and  dif- 
quifitions  of  writers,  whether  ancient  or  mo- 
dern, upon  any  pare  of  the  fubie<5l ;  that  all 
this,  with  the  goodly  edifice  raifed  on  fuch  a 
^  fouodatioo,  will  fan-dire<5lly  to  pieces,  vani(h 
^  into  air  $  and,  like  the  bafelefs  fabric  of  a  vt- 
"  fion,  leave  not  a  wreck  behind ;"  your  coa- 
clufion  is  rather  too  hady* 

If,  Sir,  what  I  have  advanced  in  thofe  four  vo- 
lumes be  juft  :  if,  from  the  various  evidence  that 
I  have  produced,  it  be  indifputable,  as  I  think  ic 
is,  chat  the  primitive  chriftian  church  was  unita* 
•rian$  if  all  the  explanations  and  defences  of  the 
dodrine  of  the  trinity,  by  thofe  who  firft  broached 
it,  and  by  thofe  who  have  fince  maintained  it,  be 
abfurd,  and  no  better  explanations  or  defences 
can  be  produced,  the  dodlrine  itfelf  cannot  be 
true ;  and  no  criticifm  upon  any  texts  of  fcrip- 
ture,  if  they  can  pofTibly  bear  an  unitarian  inter- 
preution,  can  prove  it  to  be  fo. 

As  you  ftfongly  recommend  the  ftudy  of  ec- 
cleflaftical  hiftory,  and  that  of  the  Fathers,  I 
prefume  that,  though  you  wifli  Dr.  Horfley  to 
occupy  this  department  in  the  prefcnt  difcufTion, 
you  have  not  neglefted  to  give  due  attention  to 
it  yourfelf.  Indeed,  your  deciding  fo  peremp- 
torily as  you  do,  on  Dr.  Horfley 's  fuperiority 
CO  me  in  chat  refpeft,  (hews  that  you  think  your- 
felf qualified  to  judge  between  us.  Permit  me 
then  to  requeft,  that  you  would  (late  a  little  more 
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particularly,  what  the  ferviccs  of  Dr.  Horflcy  ?n 
this  province,  which  you  commend  fo  much, 
have  really  been.  For  I  cannot  fuppofc  that  you 
•would  have  given  fo  general  and  decided  a  judg- 
ment  on  the  whole  of  the  argument,  without 
harving  examined  all  the  particulars,  ot  which 
that  whole  confifts. 

As  a  lover  of  truth,  then,  and  a  candid  fcholar, 
plcafe,  whenever  you  publifti  .your  largt  wcrk% 
to  anfwer  the  following  q^c&ions  fertntint. 

1 .  Has  Dr.  Horfley  proved,  that  thofc  who  are 
called  Ebioniies^  or  Nazareftes,  had  no  exigence 
in  the  age  of  the  apoftles,  and  that  the  latter 
had  their  name  from  Nazareth,  on  their  letiring 
CO  that  place  after  the  deftruftlon  of  Jerufatem 
by  Adrian?  Has  he  even  proved^  that  any  of 
them  were  ever  fettled  there  at  all  ? 

2.  Has  he  proved,  as  he  undertook  to  do,  that 
the  Nazarenes,  or  Jcrom's  Hebrews  believing  in 
Cirijij  were ,  orthodox  with  refpeft  to  the  doArlne 
•f  the  trinity*  ?  , 

3.  Has  he,  after  eighteen  months  rc-conli- 
deration  of  the  fubjcft,  and  correcting  his  former 

•  Since  I  wrotfe  ray  reply  to  Dr.  HorJIifs'Remarht  loyfcrve 
tlitt  Dr.  Lardn^  underftobd  th6  pidag^  ici  J^^om  exadl^  s^^ 
dad,  takiag  it:far.graaied,  thit  hy,  JSm^^mes  Mr  meant  ^ 
ijime  people  whom  he  called  Hdrtws  titimnp  in  Cbrift*  See 
JUS  Tefiimonm,  ? ol.  j.  p.  19. 


^     •! 
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opinion^  proved  ('Remarks,  p.  '66)  that  there 
were,  in  reality,  jSve  fefts  of  Jcw-fli  rlriHians, 
though  Origen  and  Eufcbius  expn.fsly  mike 
them  to  be  no  more  tlian  two,  lome  of  them 
admitcing,  and  .others  denying,  the  miraculous 
concepcicn;  but  jail  of  them  difbclitving  the 
diviifity  of  Chriil,  and  adhering  to  the  law  of 
Mofes?  If  this  is  to  be  received  as  .^uchencic 
hiftory,  let  us  have,  at  Itraft.  the  authority  of  the 
Dean  of  Canterbury  for  it,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans. 

4.  Has  he  proved  that  Origen,  who  exprefsly 
^0cns  tb^t  00  Jewiih  chriftians  believed  the  di- 
vinity of  Chrift,  was,  in  that,  or  in  any  other  re*- 
fpect,  a  wilful  liar\  and  therefore  not  to  be  cre- 
dited  in  any  thing,  an  article  which  he  has  la- 
jMwed  fo  much  in  his  laft  publication  ? 

5.  Has  he  proved  that  there  was  a  church  of 
orthodox  Jewilh  chriftians  at  Jcrufalem  after  the 
tiaic  of  Adrian  ?~another  article  on  which  he 
his  btftowed  much  pains  in  his  laft  piece. 

6.  Has  he  invalidated  any  thing  that  I  have 
advanced  to  prove  that  Athanafius,  and  others 
of  the  Fathers,  reprefcntcd  tliL-  apoftlcs  as  having 
been  obliged  to  ufc  great  caution  in  teaching  the 
cU>Arine  q(  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  and  that  of  the 
trinity,  left  it  (hould  Ihock  the  prrjwdiccs  of  the 

firft 


12  LETTERS    TO    THE 

firft  converts  in  favour  of  the  do6trincs  of  the 
unity  of  God,  and  the  humanity  of  Chrift? 

7.  Has  he  proved  that  the  Jews  in  our  Sa- 
viour's time  were  believers  in  the  doftrine  of  the 
trinicy,  that  they  cxpefted  the  fecond  perfon  of 
it  in  the  charafter  of  their  Mefliah,  and  qonfe- 
quently  that  the  apoftles  confidered  Chrift  as 
God  from  the  time  that  they  confidered  him  as 
the  Mefliah  ? 

8.  Has  he  proved  that  the  unitarians  were 
confidered  as  heretics  in  early  times  ? 

9.  Has  he  proved  that  prayers  for  fuccour  in  ex- 
ternal peifccution  are  properly  addreflfed  to  Chrift  ? 

10.  Has  he  proved  that  by  tht  generation  of  the 
Sony  all  the  Fathers  meant  a  difplay  of  bis  powers^ 
and  not  his  afluming  a  fropet  perfonality^  from 
having  been  a  mere  attribute  of  the  Father  ? 

1 1 .  Has  he  proved  that  there  is  no  difference 
between  the  dodrine  of  the  perfonification  of  the 
logos,  and  the  peculiar  opinions  of  the  Arians : 
than  which  I  have  aflerted  that  no  fchemes  were 
ever  more  directly  oppofed  to  each  other  ? 

X  2.  Has  he  proved  the  antiquity  of  the  doftrine 
of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  from  the  writings  of  Bar- 
nabasj  and  Ignatius  ? 

13.  Hai 
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13.  Has  he  proved  the  origiri  of  the  Son, 
the  fccond  pcrfon  in  the  trinity,  from  the  Father's 
contemplating  his  own  perfedtions  ?  an  opinion, 
[  believe,  peculiar  to  himfclf,  unfupported  by  any 
authority,  ancient  or  modern.  I  think  I  per* 
ceive  that,  with  refpedl  to  this  curious  particular, 
he  has  not  given  you  entire  fatisfaAion ;  fince, 
with  refpeft  10  all  fchemes  to  explain  thedoArine 
of  t^t  trinity,  you  fay,  p.  42,  "  they  leave  us  juft 
"  where  we  were,  totally  in  the  dark.*'  Indeed, 
[  do  not  wonder  that  a  notion  To  fuper-eminendy 
ibfurd,  fo  void  of  all  foundation  in  the  fcriptures, 
in  common  fcnfe,  or  piimicive  antiquity,  fhould 
not  recommend  itfclf  to  thofe  who  do  not  wilh  to 
upofe  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  as  abfolutely 
ridiculous. 

Indeed,  Sir,  to  undertake  the  defence  of  your 
applauded  champion  on  thefe  articles  (and  I  might 
have  extended  the  lift  to  many  more)  is  an  Her- 
culean attempt.  Greatly  muft  the  execution  of 
it  fwell  the  work  you  have  in  hand,  and  well  may 
you  crave  indulgence,  p.  32,  as  to  the  article  of 
lime.  I  think  ic  muft  appear,  to  all  impartial 
readers,  that  Dr.  Horfley  has  been  completely 
foiled  in  his  attempts  to  prove  any  one  of  the 
ibovc-mentioncd  particulars,  and  every  other 
ihac  is  of  any  importance  to  the  real  merits  of 
the  queftion  between  us.  And  if  this  be  the 
calc,  what  fignifies  the  great  fuperiority  of  bis 
Itarnini.  Nay,  if  alj  his  fuperior  ability,  and 
,  learning 
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learning  has  not  enabled  him  to  prove  what  he 
fo  earntftly  contended  for,  does  it  not.aflrord  an- 
arguirtrnr,  that  neither  learning,  nor  ability^  rtf« 
be  of  any  avail  in  the  caufe  chat  he  has  efpoiifed  ?• 

Utrerly  unable  to  make  any  plaufible  defente- 
of  himfc'lf  mother  articles,  after  waiting  .eighceen^ 
months,  with  an  air  of  infoletlce  peculiar  to  hini-'' 
felf  (which  you,-Sir,  tacitly  condemn,  by  recamn* 
mending  a  mode  of  conducing  controvcrfyi  thd* 
very  reverfe  ofhis)  he  challengtdme  agai«i::with} 
refpeft  to  tbfi  veracity  <jf  Origen,  and  the  exiftenttt". 
06  a  church  t>f  orthodcJk  Jewifli  chriftrans  at  Je^ 
rvfalem  after*  the  time  of  A!drian^     But  in  my. 
Reply,  which  was  immediate,  I  have  fhewn^that,- 
inftcad  of  relieving  himfelf,  he  has  involved  himk> 
felf  in  much  greater  confufion  and  difficulty  than 
ev^t;    having .  grofsly  mifiinderftood  etrcry  one 
of  the  five  paffages  from  the  Fathers  which'^hc 
produced  in f his  defence,     lA  this  Rieplyt)f'miBei- 
which  hasybeertrpublilhcd'  about  .fix  monthr,   I 
call  upon  him  to  defend,  himfelf^  and'  hts^argu^ 
ipent,  in  fuohia  maqner  as,  I. believe;  there  is  no' 
example  of  any  peribn  being;  called  upon  (except^ 
Mr.  White,  of  Oxford^by  myfeWf^.  .  In  tbecoiti^ 
cluGon  I  fay,  \^  On  this  articlcy  at-leafty  aa  amide 
"  deliberately  .fclc6bed  by.yourfelfyJet  thc'-co^ 
'*-trovcrfy  between  us  come  to  a  fair  iflue.     No-' 
^*' thing  has  been,  orihall  be^t  wamiagionmy  part^ 

and:  therefore  (the  public  will  icettajnly-exp^dl^ 

yourexpUcit.and fpeedy  luilhttv^'^ 

What, 
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Whaty  Sir,  can  you  think  of  a  man  who  cani 
I^cdown  contented  ;without  making  any  reply  t0' 
fuch  a  call  as  this  ?  *  Had  any  perfon  called  upon 
me  in  this  manner,  hx5.Jwould  have,  had  my'Repljr 
(cither  vindicating  myfelf/  or  acknowledging -my*^ 
iaabiltty  to  do  it)  in  a  week,  or  as  foon  as  it  Jiadi 
been  phyfically  poffible  f6r  it  to  be  difpatched. 

• 

When  you  fpeak  of  the  great  learning  of  Dfi 
Horfley,   it  is  .to  be  fuppofed  that  you  fpeak  of^ 
io  much  of  it  as  is  before  the  werld ;  and  we  have- 
not  yet  fccn  enough  to  juftify  your  very  high- 
encomiums.    If  the  world  (hould  happen  to  think* 
lefs  highly  of  it  than  you  do,  they  may  fay  that 
the  thanks  of  the  church  of  England  were  very 
lightly  beftowed. 

To  confine  ourfelves  to  this  controverfy  (and ' 
you  do  not  profefs  to  look  any  farther)  will  you 
fay  that  you  infer  his  fuperior  learning  from  his 
tranflating  tiieilng   by    the   Englilh'  word   idiDt  *  i 

*  'If;  any  aathority  could  be  wanting  in  fupporc  of  my  in—  - 
terprejation  of  jthe  wqrd  iS'iuim^  I  might  quote  that  of  the 
famous  Beiitley»  whofe  learning  will  hardly  be  called  in  qucf-  - 
tiop  by.  Dr.  Horfley  himfelf.    In  iiis  remarks  on  a  work  inti- 
tied,  A  Dij€9wrfi  wFree-ibinkingi  p.  118,  heexprefTes  himfelf  in 
the  folloiying  mipi^er  with  ref^^^  to  that  very  tranflation  of  this  . 
wqrd,  whi^  Dr.  Horfley  adopted,  and  Mr.Badcock  defends.. 

*'  A\}ldi§lft  EvoKgelifiis,  By  idiot  ivangelijst  fays  our  author; 
"  who,  if  he  is  finoere  in  thii  verfion,.  prpvei  himfelf  n  ,vory  » 
"fi&W.in  the.Greek  and  Lsntin  ac^cputlon  of  chat.word^ 
"1/itf»7iv<i  ^^>/tf ;  iUiUratus,  ind({ffus,  rudis.    See  DuFrefne- 
''  in  his  Gioflaries,  who  takes  notice  that  idiota  for  ti^ridioi,  or 
*'  mm^^fe^l^  is  ptCHliar  (o  your  BngUHi  law,  for  which  he 

"  citts 
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from  his  arguing  from  the  pronoud  jfl®-,  as  nc- 
oeflTarily  referring  to  a  perfon-,  from  his  faying 
that  iMfow^  Tw  n  cannot  be  rendered  by  nothing 
bui ;  from  his  taking  the  part  of  Mr.  Badcock  in 
rendering  oxp^oi  rof  "oT a?^»  Tfoxw,  others  on  another, 
plMj  or  from  his  conftrudlion  of  Jcrom's  quid  ^i- 
cam?  Thefe  are  almoft  all  the  fpecimens  ihat  he. 
has  exhibited  of  his  profound  acquaintance  with 
the  learned  languages  in  the  courfe  of  this  contro- 
verfyj  and,  in  the  opinion  of  many,  who  are  not' 
without  pretenfions  to  fcholarfhip,  it  will  not  be  to^ 
the  credit  of  the  Dean  of  Canterbury  lo  praifc  any 
man  fo  very  highly  on  thefe  accounts. 

There  arc  many  alfo,  who  do  not  think  fo 
highly  as  you  do  of  Dr.  Horfley's  merit  wiih  re- 
fpeft  to  the  church  of  England,  or  the  doftrine  of 
the  trinity,  as  one  of  its  articles.  And  there  are,  I 
believe,  at  this  moment,  many  unitarians,  who 
think  themfclves  under  greater  obligations  to  him, 
than  any  trinitarians  whatever.  For  to  him  has 
been  owing,  in  a  great  meafure,  the  prefent  difcuf- 
fion  of  the  fubjcft,  which  mufl:  now  proceed  till  the 
great  queftion  be  decided  j  and  with  rcfpedt  to 
the  final  iflue,  judging  from  his  acknowledged 

•*  citet  Raftal.  Did  Vidlor  therefore  mean  inRoi  ivangelifts  la 
•*  your  Englilh  fenfc  ?  No,  bat  iliittrate,  unUarmd.  What  ' 
'*  then  muftwe  think  of  our  author  for  his  fcandalous  tranf- 
**  lation  here.  Whether  imputation  will  he  chufe  to  lie  un-  , 
"  dcr,  that  he  knew  the  meaning  of  Viftor,  or  that  he  knew 
••  it  not?*'  Dr.  Horfley  muft  fuppofe  the  (ame  queftion  put 
to  himfelf. 

ability 
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ability  to  defend  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity^  as  far 
as  it  is  defenfible,  they  entertain  no  doubt  at  all ; 
being  confident  that  fcripture,  reafon^  and  anti- 
quity,  will  be  found  equally  in  their  favour. 

It  is  the  eameft  wiih  of  all  unitarians,  and  of 
none  more  than  myfelf,  that  your  high  encomiums 
may  bring  your  champion  into  the  field  again.  I 
have  done  every  thing  in  my  power,  and  in  my 
way,  to  (econd  your  wiflies.  But  as  he  took 
eighteen  months  to  make  his  lad  reply,  he  may 
be  like  a  comet,  whofe  periodical  revolution  is 
that  period  of  time,  and  if  fo,  it  will  be  in  vafin 
that  we  endeavour  to  accelerate  the  courfe  of  na- 
ture. 

As  you  are  fo  laviih  in  your  praife  of  one  of 
your  champions,  I  wonder  you  fhould  overlook 
the  merit  of  others,  fuch  as  Mr.  Burgh,  who  had 
the  title  of  LL.D.  conferred  upon  him  at  Oxford, 
for  his  anfwer  to  Mr.  Lindfey ;  Mr.  White,  who 
has  ftepped  into  the  arena  with  looks  of  Itouter  de-» 
fiance  than  any  of  you,  though  his  deeds  do  not 
feem  to  correfpond  to  them;  and  Mr.  Howes, 
who  has  undertaken  the  mod  difficult  department 
in  the  whole  difcuffion,  viz.  to  prove  that  the  Jews 
were  always  trinitarians  (which  is  the  counrerparc 
of  Moliere*s  Medicin  tnalgri  lui)  and  that  there 
were  no  unitarians  at  all  till  about  the  council 
of  Nice,  Time  will  Ihcw  how  ingcnioufly  he  will 
maintain  fuch  paradoxes  as  thefe. 

I  am,  &c. 
C  LETTER 
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OJ  the  Interference  of  Civil  Power  in  Matters  of 

Religion. 


R  E  V.    S  I  R, 

'T'HERE  is  one  article  of  confiderable  import- 
ance  on  which  you  have  touched  in  thefe  Ser- 
mons of  yours,  with  refpeft  to  which  you  fcem  ta 
be  under  a  miftake  yourfelf,  and  will  probably 
miflead  others.  I  wifh,  therefore,  to  fee  you  right 
before  the  publication  of  your  larger  work. 

You  more  than  hint,  that  the  confequence  of 
the  general  prevalence  of  uoicarianifm,  will  be  the 
exclufion  of  trinitarians  from  the  church.  You 
even  fuggeft,  that  it  is  our  wifh,  and  intention,  to 
apply  external  force,  in  order  to  bring  this  about, 
whenever  we  fliall  think  the  times  fufficiently  ripe 
for  fuch  a  meafure,  "  A  zealous  anti-trinitarian,'* 
you  fay,  p.  lo,  "  may  fancy  that  thofe  idolatrous 
*^  churches  and  kingdoms  require  to  be  quickened 
«*  in  their  progrefs  towards  deftruftion.  He  may 
^*  conceive  hi mfelf  to  be  in  duty  bound  to  become 
**  an  inftrument  in  executing  the  vengeance  of 
*^  heaven  upon  them,  for  rcfufing  to  admit  an  Arian 

.  ♦*  or 
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"  or  Sodnian  refbnnationj  tendered  in  a  milder 
"Way." 

With  rcfneft  to  this  infinuation,  I  can  only  fay, 
that  nodiin^has  yet  been  adranced  by  any  unita- 
rian chat  can  give  the  leaft  colour  to  it.  It  is  not 
confident  with  your  ufual  candour>  and  what  no 
^pearances  whatever  have  made  at  all  probable. 
Indeedj,  Sir>  we  fee  nooccaflon  to  have  recourfe  to 
an  arm  offiefli^  in  this  contcft.  We  have  a  certiun 
profpeit  of  viftory  by  the  mere  force  of  argument^ 
and  without  any  rifk  whatereri  I'  can  iappcat  to 
the  uniform  tenor  of  ail  my  writings,  and  efpe- 
cially  my  Address  to  Protefiant  Difenters  as  facb, 
if  I  have  not  always  inculcated  the  mofl;  peaceable 
methods  of  promoting  reformation,  and  have  not 
even  gone  farther  to  recommend  the  patient  fuf- 
foring  of  wrong  than  moft  other  writers. 

I  muft  produce  another  paffage  from  your  Ser- 
mons, relating  to  the  intolerance  of  unitarians. 
"Lctus  only  fuppofe,"  you  fay,  p.  4,  *'thatthedi* 
"  reftion  of  ecclefiaftical  matters  in  this  kingdom, 
'*  (hould  pafs  into  the  hands  of  thofe  perfons  who 
"  regard  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  as  involving  in 
"  it  an  abfurdity  equal  to  that  of  tranfubftantiation, 
"  and  as  being  the  grand  obftacle  to  the  conver- 
••  fion  of  Jews,  Mahometans,  and  Deifts;  who 
*•  deem  the  worfhip  of  Chrift  to  be  grofs  idolatry, 
"  and  high  treafon  agadnft  the  majcfty  of  the  one 
C  1  "  fupreme 
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^«  fuprcme  God;  muft  not  the  new  unitarian 
"  church,  wiih  its  confeffion  and  fervices,  be  fo 
**  conftituted,  as  utterly,  and  for  ever,  to  exclude 
"  us  from  becoming  members  of  it  ?  Moft  un- 
"  doubcedly,  and  of  neceffity  it  muft.  An  unica- 
"  rian  people,  we  are  told,  will  not  long  be  fatif- 
"  ficd  with  a  trinitarian  eftablifhment.  Indeed 
"  I  fuppofe  they  will  not.  They  will  endeavour 
"  to  overturn  it,  and  it  is  our  bufinefs  to  prevent 
"  them  from  fo  doing." 

Now,  Sir,  had  you  given  more  attention  to  the 
nature  of  the  cafe,  you  could  never  have  appre- 
hended any  danger  toyourfclf,  or  to  any  trinitarians, 
from  an  iinicarian  liturgy,  becaufe  it  would  con- 
tain nothing  offenfive  to  you,  nothing  in  which  you 
could  not  heartily  join:,  whereas,  we  are  abfolutely 
excluded  fiom  joining  in  your  worfhip,  by  your  tri- 
nitarian forms.  While  you  acknowledge  one  God 
(which  you  always  profefs  to  do)  you  may  furely 

addrefs  your  prayers  to  that  one  God,  calling  him, 
as  you  are  authorized  to  do  in  the  fcriptures,  the 
maker  of  heaven  and  earthy  the  God  and  Father  of 
our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift^  she  one  true  God,  as  our  Sa- 
viour calls  him,  the  great  being  who y^;i/  him^  who 
raifed  him  from  the  dead^  and  who  gave  him  gkry^ 
For  it  is  to  this  God  that  all  unitarians  pray;  and 
to  a  being  of  this  defcription  you  trinitarians  may 
alfo  pray,  fo  long  as  you  can  accommodate  to  your 
notions  phis  fcripture  language,  and  fuppofe  Jefus 

Chrift 
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Chrift  himfelfy  and  the  Holy  Spiritf  to  be  in  any 
manner  included  in  this  definition,  or  defcription, 
of  thi  Mi  true  God.  This  is  a  mental  procefs  of 
your  own,  with  which  yourfelvcs  only  are  con- 
cerned, and  in  which  we  have  noticing  (o  do.  If 
yDu  can,  by  any  nieans,  accommodate  fuch  lan- 
guage as  that  above-mentioned  to:. your  peculiar 
ientiments,  in  reading  the  fcriptures,  in  which  it 
perpetually  occurs^  you  may  do  the  fame  in  our 
forms  of  worfhip. 

We  can  now  join  in  uiing  the  Lord's  prayer, 
and  in  almoft  all  the  fervice  of  the  church  of  Eng- 
hndy  except  the  lUa»y\  fb  that  there  is  very  litcie 
that  is  offeniive  to  an  unitarian  in-  the  whole  of 
yiHir  afternoon  fcrvicc.  Remove,  therefore,  dnly 
your  fubfcriptions  to  articles  of  faith,  and  reform 
your  morning  fervice  after  the  model  of  that  in 
the  afternoon,  and  1  believe  you  will  remove  the 
greateft.  of  our  objeAions.  We  are  not,  I  affurc 
y0U,  fo  fond  of  Jcbifm_  as  to  Hand  out  for  trifles  & 
but  do  not  compel,  or  tempt  us,  to  pay  fupreme 
worihipto  a  fellow  creature,  to  a  man  like  our* 
felves ;  who,  though  highly  honoured  by  God  for 
his  vimio  and  obedience,  was  fo  far  from  confider- 
ing  hiiltifelf  as  God,  that,,  with  the  mod  genuine 
humility,  he  always  afcribed  every  thing  that  he 
faid,  or  did,  to  his  Father  that  fent  him,  and  wor- 
(hipped  him  with  die  (ame  deep  reverence  tixat  he 

iaculcated  upon  all  his  followers^ 

■•    *  ■  ■  . 
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If,  Sir,  you  would,  without  prejudice,  look  into 
Mr.  Liffdfey's  reformed  Uturgjy  you  would  foon  be 
fatisfied,  that  there  is  nothing  in  it  but  what  you 
yourfelf  could  join  in,  with  much  devotion  and  ad- 
vantage. Read,  if  you  pleafe,  my  own  Forms  of 
devotion  for  unitarian  fociefies^  and  I  am  confi- 
dent you  will  .find  nothing  in  them  ofFenfivc  to 
yourfelf,  except  the  prayer  for  Eafter  Sunday;  and 
to  accommodate  you,  and  other  trinitarians,  I 
fliall  have  no  objeftion  to  the  omifiion  of  it.  I 
will  go  much  farther  than  you  are  difpofed  to  do, 
for  the  fake  of  a  peaceable  accommodation. 

But  I  do  not  expedl,  or  hope  for,  any  thing  of 
an  intermediate  kind.     Your  fyftem  is  fo  com- 
plex, and  involves  fuch  an  unnatural  connexion  of 
,  things  ecclefiaftical  with  things  civil,  that  though 
you  might  know  where  to  begin  a  reformation', 
you  will  never  be  able  to  agree  among  yourfelvcs- 
where  to  ftbp.     It  muft,  therefore,  be  done  in  9, 
manner  in  which  the  leading  perfons  in  the  ehureh 
and  ftate^will  not  be  the  primary  agents,     Wh*nr 
this  will  be  efFefted,  or  by  wjiom,  I  do  not  pretend ' 
X.6  fibrm  any  cowjcdturc.     This  is  not  my  bufmefs, 
but  a  mucheafier  and  plainer  taflc,  viz.  to  invefti* 
gate,  and  to  propagate  that  trutby  which  in  God*s 
own  way,  and  his  own  time,  c^notfail  to 'bring 
about  all  that  I  wifh  5  when  a  yMt^  unitarian  worjhip  . 
will  be  univerfally  adopted,   and  with  univeflkl  * 
confent.    In  the  mean  time,  do  Hot  you;  and  four •: 
|)rethrcn,  fear  where  no  fear  is^  or  alarm  others 

3  ^    -^  W^^ 
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'*widi  apprehenfions  of  our  intolerance,  which  if 
youferioufly  refieft:^  you  cannot  really  entertain 
yourfclves. 

I  th^  lefs  wonder  at  your  not  readily  fuppofing 
that  tv^  would  content  ourfelves  with  the  mere 
force  of  truth>  when  I  fee  that,  notwithftanding 
your  profellion  of  univerfal  toleration,  you  cannot 
help  intimating,  that  you  think  there  is  fome  rea- 
•fon  for  that  alliance  ofcburcb  and  ftaU,  of  which, 
as  chriftians,  y^ou  ought  to  be  afhamed*    In  th^fe 
very  Semnonsyou  more  than  inlinuate  the  fropriefy, 
if  not  the  poluy,  of  penal  laws  in  matters  of  rcli- 
^on;  when  you  fay  concerning  the  do6trine  of  the 
trinity,  p.  47,  that  •*  it  requires,  and  demands,  the 
**  ftipport  of  every  ftdtc  wUhing  to  enjoy  the  fa- 
^  Vout'  and  proteftiori  of  that  God,  who  for  gra- 
"  cious  purpofes  has  revealed  it."     For  how  is  a 
ftate,  as  fuqh,  to  fupport  anyrxparticular  fjoctrine, 
tut  by  icivll  rewards  and  punifhraents  ?   The  ci^il 
power  has  no  other  method  of  fupporting  any 
thiiig;    Thefe  are  its  proper  arms,  whic1>  alone  it 
can  cnrTpl<:y  to  >effea  ^ri  us  purpofes.    TThedbCr 
trifi^  of  tHinfubftahti'^ibn  Is  fupportcd  irt  the  farnc 


tarianifm  neither  requires,  nor  demands  it,  any 
more  thaa  clu^ftknity  itfelf  did  for  the  fpace  of 
three  hunarM  years.  Nay,  they  both  are  able  to 
make  their  way  in  fpite  of  all  the  oppoficion  that 
your  prefent  fupporters  and  proteftors,  the  powers 
4(4iw  Woft4j[  can  give  to  them, 

C  4  I  ft^w^* 
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I  fhould  think,  Sir,  that  a  man  of  your  good 
fcnfe,  could  not  but  fee,  that  any  mode  of  religion 
is  in  a  very  unnatural  and  aukward  predicament, 
which  requires^  and  demands  any  civil  fupporty  be- 
caufe  it  throws  iifelf  under  the  prottrftion,  and  Is 
of  courfe  at  the  mercy,  of  a  power  which  may 
equally  promote  truth  or  falfeliood,  chriftianity, 
mahometanifm,  or  paganifm.  For  if  the  civil 
power,  as  fuch,  has  a  right  to  eftablifh  any  one 
mode  of  religion,  it  muft  have  the  fame  right  fo 
eftablifh  any  other.  If  this  great  bufmefs  be  left 
to  the  difcretion  of  our  civil  governors,  it  muft 
alfo  be  left  to  their  indifgretion.  And  wha.  judges 
can  you  fuppofe  fuch  perfons  as  conftitute  our  two 
houfes  of  parliament  to  be  of  thcfe  matters  ?  Yet 
I  am  willing  to  think  they  may  be  as  able  theolo- 
gians as  thofe  who  have  the  ordering  of  theie 
things  in  other  countries. 

Would  you  truft  the  members  of  our  parlia- 
ment whh  the  choice  of  your  phyfician,  or  allow 
them  to  prefcribe  the  mode  of  treatment  of  you, 
if  your  life  was  in  danger  j  or  would  you  think  of 
appealing  to  them  with  relpedt  to  the  truth  of  a 
theory  in  philofophy  i  and  yet  I  thipk  them  as 
likely  to  decide  jidUy  in  a  aSe  of  medicine^  oxfbi^ 
hfipkfi  as  with  refpeft  to  riUgton. 

I  ania  &c. 
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OffimfartUtUar  Argummtsfar  the  DoSrint  eftb* 

ttim$y,   .       . 

■ 

Rxy.  Sir", 

T  Wiih  not  CO  enter  into  the  difcuffion  of  any  par- 
^  dcular  arguments  for  the  doftrine  of  the  tt*!* 
nity  at  this  time,  referving  myfelf  till  the  publica- 
don  of  your  large  work ;  and  for  the  execution 
of  this  I  am  willing  to  give  you  as  much  titrn  as 
you  requcft,  p.  3a>  fince  you  fay  you  wifh  (and  ia 
dib  I  fincerdy  join  you)  ^^  to  execute  the  work 
'*  with  care  and  ^rttention;"  as  we  (hall  then,  I 
doubc  notj  fee  all  that  can  be  urged  in  fupport  of 
your  opinions.  But  there  are  a  few  things  that 
it  may  not  be  improper  to  apprize  you  of  before 
hand;  and  you  may  take,  or  negleftj  the  hints  I 
fhali  give,  as  you  (hall  fee  reafon. 

You  fay.  Note,  p.  4a,  '*  All  difputation  con- 
^^  ceming  the  maimer  of  the  diftindion,  the  man- 
*^  ner  of  the  unk>n,  the  manner  of  the  generation, 
<«  and  the  maimer  of  the  proce(fion,  is  needle(s 
**  and  fruidefi.  Needlefs,  becaufe,  if  we  have 
•*  divine  authority  for  the  faff,  it  fufficeth*  That 
<«  is  all  we  are  concerned  to  know.     Fruitlefs, 

''  becaufe  it  is  a  di(putation  withoutideas.    Af* 

•'tcr 
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ter  a  long,  tedious,  intricate,  and  perplexed 
controverfy,  we  find  ourfelves — juft  where  wc 
were — totally  in  the  dark.  Such  has  been  the 
cafe  refpefting  this,  and  other  queftions.  God 
is  pleafed  to  reveal  the  faft,  man  infifts  upon 
apprehending  the  mode.  In  his  prefent  ftatc 
he  cannot  apprehend  in  ••  He  therefore  denies 
*^  the  faft,  and  commences  unbeliever.'* 

.  Now,  Sir,  you  muft  know^^that  all  this  .'th^t 
you  fay  rcfpedting  the  dodtrine  of  the  trinity 'is 
continually  faid  by  the  catholics,  in  defence  of 
the  doftrine  of  tranfubftantiation.  As  a  proh 
teftant,  you  yourfclf  muft  allege,,  that. every xeal 
fa3  has  fome  mode,  or  mantUry  of  being  what  it 
is,  and  every  true  propofition .  ixi|iftr  be  underftxx)d 
in  fome  fenfe  or  others  and  thereforci  that -if 
every  conceivable  mode,  or  rt&nocr  of.a  faft^ 
imply  an  impoflibility,  and  every  ftnfe  of  a  pro^ 
pofition  imply  an  abfurdity,  the  doftrine  itfelf  is 
untrue,  and  therefore  that  it  cannot  be  taught 
in  the  fcriptures,.  if  th?y  teach  ^npthing  .byt  triUik 
You,  confequentlyj^  explain  thofe  paflages  of 
fcripturc  which  are  urged  in  fqppoft  of  thejdbc* 
trine  of  tranfubftqintiation,  in  ^  manner  diBibrefit 
from  the  catholics,  wl^o  hol4  xhaHdoftriije;  -and 
if  the  literal  fcnfq  will  not  imf^yw. .  yoMr  ,|:iurpof^, 
you  ve^y  propcrly,^93id  fenfibljr,  blly<  rcrourfe  t6 
a  figurative  one,  which  is  all(  Irhaj^j^ei  litre  charged 
yrith  doing,  ^  with  ijeipedk  tQ^tbe  doftrine  of -the 
trinity-  .  ..     ;,,  ,,_,:..  ',j.  J  u  ,      ..-J  •' 
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Vft  lay  that  every  poffible  definition  of  thait 
do&rine  implies  an  abfurdity ;  and  that  the  faB 
€t  iht  trmiiy  iH  Miity  mu&  exift  in  ibme  manner 
or  other,  but  that  ^very  conceivable  mode  or 
manner  implies  an  impofl[ibility>  and  therefore  the 
cnflsence  6f  the;  thing  itfelf  muft  be  impolfible 
alfos  an3  conlequently,  that  if  it  was  neceflary 
to  interpret  a  fevT  teXts»  which  you  think  teach 
Aat  doArihe  in  the  fandCj  or  a  limitar  manner, 
to  that  which  yott  ufe  with  refpeft  to  thofe  that 
are  fuppofed  to  teach  the  do£brine  of  tranfub^ 
ftantiation,  we  (hould  be  authorifed  to  do  it. 

We  do  not  wonder  that  fenfible  trinicariahs  are 
averfe  to  all  difcuflion  of  the  meJe  of  fubfiftence 
iX  three  ferfons  in  im  -Uniivided  ejfsnce%  becaufe 
diey  have  found  thit  eVery  attempt  to  define  thfs 
fubj^  has' only  tended  to  expbfe  it  to  ridicule. 
Boti  notwithflandfng  this,  no*  trinitarian,  who 
idfiagihes  that  he  rm- explain  this  nnyftcrious  Aot^ 
ftrihc,  ever  foils  to  prdj^bfe  his  CT^planation,  know- 
ing the  gre^t  advantage  It  would  be  to  his  argd^ 
dltot>  if  be- could  hit  upon  any  thing  of  this  kinil 
that  .would  be  uhekcfeptionable.  "Witricfs  tKe  in-* 
credible  number  of  illuftrations  of  this  doftrine? 
among  the  ancients,  and  alfo  among  the  moderns, 
atld !  efjpecially  the  faft  mofi:  curioiis  one  of  Dr. 
Horflcy,  Tbou^  Uft  net  leajl.  Nay,  in  boldnefs 
of  thought.  He  has  gonfc  beyond  any  of  his  pre- 
d«eflbf5,"niain^airiing,  that  the  prodiiftiiEm  of  the 
gbn  was  thr  areccffary-confcqtierttc  )of  the  Fa- 

^  ihcr's 
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ther's  contemplating  his  own  pcrfeftions.  Atha- 
nafius  himftlf  would  have  ftood  amazed  ^t  the 
fublimity  of  the  idea.  Could  you  yourieif,  Sir^ 
imagine  that  you  had  hit  upon  any  new  and 
happy  mode  of  illuftrating  this  do£trine>  you 
would,  I  doubt  not,  think  it  no  inconfiderablc 
advantage  to  your  argument.  And  whor  can  tell 
what  may  be  the  refult  of  the  clofe  attention  that 
you  propofe  to  give  to  your  great  work,  in  all 
the  time  that  you  may  think  proper  to  beftow 
upon  it. 

You  fay,  p.  37,  that  *^  the  authority  of  all  the 
^^  three  perfons  is  the  fame,  their  power  equal, 
5'  their  perfons  undivided,  and  their  glory  one*'* 
But  if  you  do  not  ufe  words  without  ideas>  and 
which  convey  no  more  meaning  than  Daiifi^ 
BocardOy  Ferifin^  in  logic,  you.  muft  have  fomCi 
notion  in  your  own  mind  in  what  ffnfe  the  pro-  ' 
pofition  to  which  you  give  your  aflent  okiy  iri^nre/ 
For  otherwife  yqumufl:  think  that  it  may  b<;  falfe  ^ 
fo  that  difquifitions  concerning  the  mode  or  mam^ 
ner^  which  you  reprobate  fo  ftrongly,  are  abib>-. 
lutely  unavoidable  for  the  fatisfadion  of  your 
own  mind. 

All  particular  propofitions  are  reducible  to  ab- 
ftraffc.  ones,  and  thofe  abfl:r,aA  ones  are  predicablc' 
of  other  particulars.  Now  if  it  be  true,  that  three 
divine  perfons  n}ay  make  only  ene  God^  it  muft  be 
true  in  gei^eral,  that  three  may  be  ane^  and  alfo 
6  im 
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it  ibe  /ame/enfey  if  each  of  the  divine  perfons  want 
nothing  to  make  them  perfeS  God.  But  is  this 
abftraft  propofidon  true  of  any  thing  elfe  ? 

This  reafoning  all  protefkants  urge  againft  the 
doftrine  of  tranfubftantiation.  For  if  it  be  true^ 
that  the  lacramental  bread  may  take  :he  fubftance 
of  fiifi^  and  yet  retain  every  property  of  breads 
ifae  fubftance  of  other  things  may  alfo  be  changed^ 
while  the  properties  retnain  unchanged.  But  if 
BO  fuch  change. can  be  made  to  appear  probable^ 
in  any  other  inftance«  you  juftly  rejeA  the  fuppo- 
^on  univerfally.  In  the  fame  manner^  I  will 
undertake  to  fhew>  that^  on  whatever  principles 
700  Can  defend  the  doArine  of  the  trinity^  I  can^ 
wmiaiis  mutandis^  defend  that  of  tranfubftantiation. 
Take  your  own  choice  of  arguments^  from  reafon 
or  fimn  the  fcriptures.* 

With  refpeA  to  feveral  of  your  arguments  from 
the  fcriptures  (on  which»  as  you  rejeA  all  argu- 
ments from  reajotiy  you  juftly  lay  fo  much  ftrefs) 
ioftead  of  giving  us  the  plain  words  of  fcripture^ 
you  give  your  own  arbitrary  conftrudion  of  it. 

By  ^'  being  baptized  into  the  name  of  God/' 
you  dty,  p.  34,  '<  can  be  meant  no  lefs  than  en- 
tering into  a  covenant  with  a  perfon  as  God, 
jM-ofeffing  faith  in  him  as  fuch,  enlifting  one's 
*•  felf  into  his  fervice,  and  vowing  all  obedience 
''  and  fubmiffion  tp  him.     Such  is  the  natural, 

«  the 
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*'  the  obvious  import  of  this  rite,  by  which  we 
^f  are  admitted  into  the  church  of  Chrift,  this 
^^  folemn  form  of  baptizing  in  the  name  of  the 
"  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghoft, 
"  that  is,  into  the  faith,  fervice,  and  worfhip  of 
V  the  Holy  Trinity.  For  let  us  refleft  a  little* 
^*  The  nations  were  to  be  baptized  in  the  name 
•*  of  three  perfons,  in  xkitjame  manner ^  and  there^* 
**  fore  furely  in  the  famejtnjt^  as  in  the  name  of 
*'  one.  Whatever  honour,  reverence,  or  regard, 
*'  is  paid  to  the  Father  in  this  folemn  rite,  the 
"  fame  we  cannot  but  fuppofe  paid  to  all  three. 
**  Is  he  acknowledged  as  the  obje6t  of  worihip, 
**  fo  are  the  other  two  perfons  likewife.  Is  he 
«*  the  God  and  Lord  over  us,  fo  are  they.  Are 
*•  we  his  fervants,  fubjcfts,  and  foldiers,  enrolled 
f  f  under  him,  fo  are  we  equally  under  all,  &c.  &c.'* 
You  alfo  fay,  note,  p.  3,  that  "  baptizing  in  the 
**  name  of  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy 
**  Ghoft,  is  declaring  the  facred  three  to  be  one 
*^  God,  and  that  no  man,  who  had  been  baptized 
<*  according  to  this  form,  could  be  ignorant  of 
'*  the  doftrine." 

Now  all  this,  as  I  have  faid,  is  not  fcripturcy 
but  your  own  arbitrary  conJiruSion  of  fcripture. 
Where  do  you  find  it  laid  down  as  a  maxim,  that 
baptizing  into  the  name  of  any  perfon  is  acknow* 
ledging  that  perfon  for  God  ?  And  how  does 
haptf%ing  in  the  name  of  three  perfons  imply  their 
ecjuality^  any  more  than  doing  any  thing  elfe  that 
•  refpcfts 
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jrfpcfts  them  all  ?  May  not  three  perfons,  of 
▼cry  different  ranks,  ^be  with  propriety  named 
together  ?  iDo  we  not  read,  i  Chron.  xxix.  20.* 
that  *«  the  people  of  Ifrael  bowed  down  their  beads, 
*'  mJ  warfinpfed  the  Lord  and  the  king?**  By  aa 
argument  therefore  exaftly,  and  in  all  its  forms^ 
fimilar  to  yours,  it  may  be  proved,  that  God  and 
tbi  king,  being  equally  objefts  of  worfhip,  muft 
be  equal.  Was  not  the  adion  of  bowing  down, 
and  the  manner  of  performing  it,  the  fame  refpeft- 
log  both  ?  Miift  it  nor^  thenj  have  been  done  in 
die  faxnt Jenfe? 

That  the  phrafe,  being  baptized  unto  a  per/on^  or 

in  the  name  of  a  perfon,  which  muft  be  the  fame 

thing,  does  not  imply  that  the  perfon  in  whofe 

name  the  baptifm  is  made  is  God,  may  be  clearly 

inferred  from  Paul's  faying,  1  Cor.  x.  a.  that  th? 

Ifraelites  were  baptized  unto  Mofes  (not  by  Mofes) 

in  the  cloud  and  in  the  fea.    He  meant  into  the 

religion  that  was  publiihcd  by  Mofes.     Confe- 

quendy,  being  baptized  unto  Cbriji,  or  in  tbe  name 

rfCbriJl,  only  means  into  the  profcflion  of  the 

religion  which  was  publilhed  by  Chrift.     This 

muft  be  our  inference,  if  it  be  allowed,  that  the 

fcripturcs  are  their  own  bcft  interpreters,  the  fame 

phrafes  being  generally  ufcd   in   the  fame  fenfe. 

The  bohf  Spirit  is  ufed  becaufc,  according  to  the 

phrafeology  of  fcripture,  the  gofpel  was   con- 

finned,  or  proved  to  be  of  God,  by  the  gifts  of 

the  Holy  Spirit. 

Ha(l 
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Had  there  been  fo  ipuch  folemn  and  myfteriaus 
meaning  implied  in  the  phrafe  of  baptizing  in  tie 
name  of  the  Father ^  Son,  and  Spirit^  as  you  fuppofc ; 
had  it  been  intended  as  a  (landing  aiTertion  of 
the  doftrine  of  a  trinity  in  the  divine  nature^  it 
might  have  been  expcfted,  both  that  there  would 
have  been  (bme  exprefs  declaration  that  this  was 
the  intent  of  it>  and  alfo  that  thofe  words  fbould 
always  have  been  ufed  when  the  office  was  per- 
formed. But'  no  fuch  declaration  of  the  mean- 
ing of  the  phrafe  is  to  be  found  in  the  fcripturesi 
and  it  is  remarkable,  that  all  the  baptifms  we 
read  of  in  the  New  Teftament,  are  baptifms  in 
the  name  ofCbriJl  only,  Muft  we  fay  that  this  was 
another  inftance  of  the  caution  >«rith  which  the 
apoftles  taught  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  ? 

You  fay,, p.  a,  ^^  that  the  Father,  Son,  and 
**  Holy  Spirit,  ^are  three  perfons  in  one  God,  is  a 
**  truth  propofed  to  us  as  the  ground  of  our  hope, 
*'  our  comfort,  and  our  joy;  as  the  principle  on 
*'  which  the  conduft  of  life  is  to  be  framed,  ac- 
*'  ccpted,  and  rewarded.*'  But  furely.  Sir,  thefe 
aflertions  are  mod  extravagant^  and  unautho* 
rifed.  Admitting  this  doftrine  of  the  trinity  to 
be  true,  where  do  you  find  one  text  in  which  it  is 
propofed  to  us  in  any  of  thefe  lights,  as  the  ground 
of  our  hope,  our  comfort,  or  our  joy ;  as  the 
principle  on  which  our  conduft-  is  to  be  framed, 
accepted,  and  rewarded  ? 

Indeed^ 
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indeed^  1  do  not  think  it  poffible  to  conceire 
bow  fuch  adoftrineas  this  can  ^nfwer  any  of  thofe 
porpofes.  What  ideas  yOu  annex  to  the  termst 
framing  ^s  cmiiuS  upon  tbi  doOrine  of  tbt  trinity ^ 
I  cannot  imagine*  How  the  doftrine  of  a  future 
lift,  or  that  tX  tht  divine  placability y  are  principles 
on  which  the  condtlft  of  life  is  to  be  formed^  I 
tiearly  underftood  i  becaufe  the  belief  of  them  is 
of  great  ufe  as  a  motive  to  good  condud.  But 
bow  to  make  any  fuch  prafticai  ufe  of  the  doc« 
4rine  of  the  trinity y  I  no  more  perceive^  than  I  do« 
diat  its  fitter  dodrine  of  tranfubfiantiation  Ihould 

a  pra6tical  one. 


<ff 


Yoo  fay,  p.  4g,  "  Upon  the  Very  bcft  authority 
''  we  are  informed^  that  Chrift  was  the  lamiftain 
from  the  foundation  of  the  worlds  that  is  (for  it 
cannot  be  othcrwife  underftood  ?)  flain  in  cfieft^ 
^  in  the  divine  purpofe  and  counfeL  It  is  like* 
^  wife  faid,  that  grace  was  given  us  in  Cbrijt  Jefut 
*'  irfore  the  world  began.  The  words  intimate,  that 
^  previous  to  the  creation  of  the  world,  fomething 
*'  had  pafied  in  our  favour  above,  that  the  plan  of 
^  our  ftiture  redemption  Was  then  laid,  that  fomo 
•*  agreement,  fome  covenant  relative  to  it,  had  been 
^*  entered  into.  Grace  was  given  us  not  in  our  pro- 
**  per  perfons  i  for  as  yet  we  were  not,  we  had  nd 
^'  being  I  but  in  the  perfon  of  him  who  was  after- 
"  wards  to  become  our  repfefentative,  our  Sa- 
^  viour  —  in  Chrift  Jcfus.  Now  the  plan  muft 
•*  have  been  laid»  th«  covenant  entered  into,  by  the 

D  •'  parties 
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**  parties  who  have  fince  been  gracioufly  pleafed 
**  to  concern  themfelves  in  its  execution.  Who 
^^  thefe  are  we  cannot  be  ignorant.  It  was  the 
"Son  of  God,  who  took  our  nature  upon  him^ 
^'  and  in  that  nature  made  a  full  and  fufficieat 
^^  oblation,  fatisfaftion,  and  atonement,  for  the 
•'  fins  of  the  world.  It  was  the  Father,  who  ac* 
^*  cepted  fuch  oblation,  fatisfaflion,  and  atoner 
"  ment.  It  was  the  Holy  Spirit  who  came  for(h 
.  **  from  the  Father  and  the  Son,  through  the 
^^  preaching  of  the  word,  and  the  adminiftradoa 
*^  of  the  facraments,  by  his  enlightening,  healings 
"  and  comforting  grace,  to  apply  to  the  hearts  of 
•'  men,  for  all  the  purpofcs  of  pardon,  fandifica- 
*'  tion,  and  falvation,  the  merits  and  benefits  of 
"  that  oblation,  fatisfadion,  and  atonement." 

This  is  a  moft  remarkable  example  of  drawing 
many  and  great  conclufions  from  fmall  premifes^ 
indeed,  fr6m  no  premifesat  all.  By  grace  given  us 
in  Chrift  Jefus  before  the  world  began,  can  be  under-' 
Itood  nothing  more,  according  to  your  own  mode 
of  interpretation,  than  that  it  was  in  the  original 
counfel  of  God,  that  we  fliould  be  favoured  with 
the  bleflings  of  the  gofpcl ;  which  no  more  implies 
that  Cbrijl  pre-exilted,  than  that  we  ourfclves  didi 
Befides,  no  mention  is  here  made  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  and  ftill  lefs  of  any  covenant  being  made  be- 
tween the  three,  of  the  Son  propofing,  the  Father 
accepting,  and  the  Spirit  applying.  This  is  not 
interpreting^  but  abfplutely  making  fcr ipture.  Where 

dp 
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do  you  read  of  amy  fiich  covenant  as  this  but  in 


Milton's  Paradife  Loft  ? 

I 

Really,  Sir,  the  fcriptureSj  in  the  plairieft  of 
all  language,  teach  a  doftrine  the  very  reverfe 
of  what  you  here  lay  down,  viz.  that  God,  Wen 
the  Father,  feeing  the  deplorable  condition  of 
mankind,  of  his  own  motion,  fent  firfl  the  pro- 
]diets,  and  then  that  prophet ,  mighty  in  word  and 
dttd  (Luke  zxiv.  19.)  his  own  fon,  to  (ave  them  1 
and  confirmed  hb  miffion  by  thofe  miracles  which 
are  called  ihe  gifts  ofUsfpirii^  or  the  fame  divine 
power  that  appeared  in  Chrifl: ;  who  fays,  that  the 
words  which  he  [pake  were  not  his  owHj  and  that  ihe 

Fsiher  within  him  did  the  ^orks.  Reconcile  this 
language  with  your  dodtrine  of  the  perfed  equa- 
lity of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  if  you  can. 

I  could,  in  like  manner,  eafily  go  over  your 
odier  arguments  from  fcripture,  and  fhew  that  all 
die  foundations  of  this  great  article  of  your  faith 
are  equally  weak.  They  are  indeed,  moft  ap* 
parently  fo.  You  cannot  wonder  then,  that  uni* 
rarians  fliould  write  with  confidence,  when  they 
have  nothing  but  fuch  arguments  to  anfwer. 

I  am,  &c« 


JX  %  LETTER 
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L   E   r   T   fe   R      V. 


ACJcilUnecus  Articles f  andCancUi/m^ 


Rev.  SiKi 

ALL  the  friends  of  eccfcfiaftrcaleffetbliBimfnts 
_  infift  upon  the  right  of  the  civil  magiftratc 
to  ufc  his  own  bcft  judgment,  in  choofing  the  reli^ 
gion  that  (hall  be  fupported  at  the  cxpcncc  of  the 
•ftate,  cfpccially  if  the  majority  of  the  people 
ihould  be  of  the  fame  opinion  with  hint*  In 
Ireland,  no  regard  is  paid  to  this  latter  circund^ 
ftance.  For  there  the  members  of  the  eftablilhed 
church,  which  takes  the  tytheaftof  the  whole  king- 
dom, are,  I  believe,  computed  at  little  more  duui 
one-tenth  of  the  people.  This,  in  my  opinioOy 
•is  the  moft  bare -faced  tjTanny.  You,  howeyer^ 
have  mentioned  one  circumftaiKe>  which  may 
ferve  to  (hew  how  little  ftrefs  you  ca^  fometimet 
lay  on  the  fentiments  either  of  the  civil  governor$» 
or  the  majority  of  the  people.  For  you  (ay,  p# 
14,  *^  AthanaHus  once  (lood  fingle  againft  the 
"  world,  and  prevailed."  His  opinion,  there- 
fore, was  not,  by  your  own  confe(rion>  either  that  ' 
of  the  generality  of  the  people,  or  that  of  the  go- 
verning powers^    You  mUft  therefore  diinj^  that, 

a  very 
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» voy  fmall  imuoricy  may  be  in  the  rights  and 
fiotlly  prevail  againft  mmbirs  and  fower  com- 
bined. In  the  rime  of  Cooftantius,  you  muft  ac- 
knowledge that  Arianifm,  or  unitarianifmj  was  (he 
general  opiDion.  And  by  what  means  was  it  that 
Atbaoafianifai  became  prevalent?  Can  you  re- 
fleft  upon  the  hiftory  of  thofe  times^  and  think 
that  it  would  ever  b^ve  become  fo,*  if  it  had  not 
been  for  the  fupport  it  afterwards  had  from  the 
governing  powers?  It  has  the  fame  fupport  at 
this  day.  But  even  this  will  not  be  able  to  pre* 
fave  it  much  longer.  You  fee  how  it  lofes  ground 
inAmericay  fince  it  has  loft  the  countenance  of 
govenunent  there. 

2.  You  fay,  p.  40^  Note^  '^  I  do  not  fee  my  Sa- 
^  viour  only  in  a  few  detached  paflages  of  either 
*'Teliament«  I  fee  him  condufling  the  ceco- 
^  nomy  of  the  divine  difpenlations  through  both» 
^^from  the  creation  to  the  confummation  of  all 

••  dungs,  as  the  mrr  T3t>  the  mrp  •p^'^o,  the  o^oy®- 

•*  t»  9^.  Dr.  AUix  and  Mr.  Taylor  have  both  dc- 
*^  monftrated  this  point.  It  is  only  to  be  wiihed^ 
f'  the  latter  had  drawn  the  conclufion  drawn  by  the 
^  former  —  the  juft  and  proper  conclufion  —  that 
**  the  perfon  fpoken  of  muft  indeed  be  very 
^  God.** 


Uppn  this  iubjefty  Sir,  I  would  earneftly  recom« 
ineqd  to  you^  what  I  dare  fay»  you  have  never  yet 

P  3  pcrufcd, 
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perufed,  viz.  the  account  which  the  learned  BaCiage 
(in  his  truly  excellent  Hijiory  of  the  Jews)  has 
given  of  their  fentiments  with  refpcd  to  the  Mef« 
fiah,  and  Mr.  Lindfey's  reply  to  Mr.  Taylor,  in 
the  Sequel  to  bis  Apology.  This,  I  thinks  it  is 
,  barely  poffible  to  read,  without  being  convinced, 
that  there  is  no  weight  whatever  in  any  thing  th^t 
is  alleged  by  Mr.  Taylor.  You  confiderit  as  the 
cl^reft  of  all  truths,  that  Chrift  was  the  perfbn  bj 
whom  God  fpake  to  Mofes  and  the  prophets.  Bue 
indeed.  Sir,  this  notion  is  diredtly  contrary  to  what 
is  aflerted  in  the  firft  verfe  of  the  Epiftle  to  the 
Hebrews,  in  which  we  read,  Gody  who  at  fundry 
times  J  and  in  divers  manners  y  fpake  in  time  f  aft  unto 
the  Fathers  by  the  prophets,  hath  in  thefe  laft  de^s^ 
fpoken  unto  us  by  his  Son.  What  can  be  more  evi- 
dent from  this,  than  that  God  fpake  to  mankind 
by  his  fon  only  in  the  laft  days,  or  the  times  of 
the  gofpel,  and  not  in  any  former  period  of  time  ? 
Yet  you  fay  that  Socinians  put  forced  and  unna- 
tural conftrudlions  on  the  language  of  fcripture. 

I  heartily  join  with  you.  Sir,  in  your  exhor- 
tation to  excite  the  zeal  of  the  learned  members 
of  your  church,  in  the  defence  of  its  peculiar  doc- 
trines, and  alfo  to  intereft  the  common  people  in  this 
controverfy.  With  refpeft  to  every  argument  of 
importance,  thefe  ar^  as  capable  of  judging  as  w^ 
can  pretend  to  be.  Let  the  twenty  thoufand  copies 
of  the  pamphlet,  recojntncndcd  by  you,  p.  20,  be 
}  immediately 
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&Dine£atdy  printed  and  difperfed.  I  fear  not  the 
lence.  It  was>  I  find^  one  of  the  many 
that  were  written  to  counteraft  the  efieft  of 
one  of  my  own,  entitled.  An  Appeal  to  tbejerious 
linpjirs  of  Cbrifiiofdty^  many  of  which  have  been 
di^er&d,  and  with  a  fuccefs  far  exceeding  my  ex- 
peftations  from  it.  A  like  advantage  to  what  I 
dnnk  to  be  the  caufe  of  truth,  has  refulted  from 
the  publkadon  of  another  fmall  piece,  entided, 
Agjtner^  View  of  the  Arguments  for  the  Unity  of 
Gm^  OMi  agoing  the  Divinity  or  Pre-exiftence  of 
Chri/fy  from  Resfon^  from  the  Scriptures^  and  from 

My  principal  expedations,  however,  are  from 
the  ii^genuous  jroff/^,  whofe  prejudices  are  not  fo 
rivetted  as  thofe  of  perfons  more  advanced  in 
life  ;  and  for  this  reafon  I  fliall  take  the  liberty  to 
addrefs  a  few  letters  to  thofe  young  men  in  the  two 
univerfides,  who  are  intended  for  the  fervice  of  the 
church.  They  will,  of  courfe,  read  your  publi* 
cadonsj  and  I  hope  they  will  do  me,  or  rather 
themfelves,  and  tivs  caufe  of  truth,  the  juftice  to 
le^d  both  fideSf 

You  are  pleafed  to  fay  of  my  coudud,  in  one 
xefpe&,  p.  12,  ^^  It  is  fair,  it  is  manly,  it  is  noble, 
**  it  is  kind.**  Be  affured,  Sir,  you  fhall  never 
find  it  otherwife.  And  be  this  controverfy  of 
longer  or  ihorter  continuance,  I  fhall  be  mindful 
of  the  advice  you  give  to  your  friends,  p.  9,  '^  that 

P  4  ^Mf 
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^^  it  be  condu6led  in  an  honourable  wajTt  accprdr 
**  ing  to  the  laws  of  war."  In  this  refpc^  I  hav^ 
uniformly  obferved  one  rulc^  which  yog.  Sir,  af 
well  as  mofl:  of  my  antagoniiU,  have  neglected  ^ 
which  isy  to  fend  a  copy  of  my  trads  to  every  per-^ 
fon  who  ii^  particularly  noticed  in  them.  This  ha^ 
always  appeared  to  me  to  be  fair  and  proper  i  and 
I  wifli  that,  for  the  fpture,  it  ipay  be  confiderod  aa 
indifpeniable  in  tbefe  literary  conteftft 

Having  nothing  farther,  of  much  confequencc^ 
to  addrefs  to  yourfelf  in  particular,  I  conclude 
with  once  more  afiuring  you,  that  I  thinK  mylelf 
fingularly  happy  in  having  found  fo  learned  and 
candid  an  antagonift  i  and  waiting  your  own  time 
(reminding  you,  however,  of  my  pwn  motto,  Ar^ 
longa^  vita  previa)  for  the  appearance  of  your 
large  wor|c,  I  fubfcribe  myfelf,  ivith  the  greateft 
rcfpcft, 

lleverend  Sir, 
Your  very  humble  Servant, 
J.  P  Jl  I  E  S  T  L  E  ?, 

BIRMINGHAM, 
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YOUNG       MEN, 
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f  ourfe  of  Educaiion  for  the  Chfjflian  Miniffay, 

At       TH« 

pnivcrfities  of  Oxford  9nd  CambridgCf 


Malta  fCTUtt  nni  veirieiitd  conmodji  recDin, 
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0/  Suhjcriftion  to  ArticUs  of  Faitb. 


Gentlemenj 

EXCUSE  the  addrefs  of  a  ftrangcr,  whofe 
apology  for  it  is  an  earneft  defire  of  contri- 
buting what  may  be  in  his  power  to  your  forming 
a  right  judgment  concerning  fbme  fubjeds^  which 
it  imports  you  to  underftandj  and  of  giving  you 
fuch  reprefentations  of  things  as  you  are  not  fo 
likely  to  receive  from  any  other  quarter.  In  many 
things,  no  doubt,  your  profeflbrs  and  tutors,  are 
much  better  qualified  to  give  you  inftruftion, 
than  I  can  pretend  to  be;  and  with  refpeA  to 
thefe,  I  am  very  willing  to  fubmit  to  their  fupc- 
liority,  and  to  yours.  But  with  rcfpeft  to  fome 
Other  things,  you  may  eafily  imagine,  that  they 

may 
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may  not  have  been  in  the  way  of  having  their  own 
attention  called  to  them  fo  much  as  mine  has 
been;  and  therefore,  with  the  bed  intentions  in 
t^e  worW,  in  the  difcharge  of  their  duty  to  you, 
they  will  naturally  be  lefs  explicit  in  their  iur 
ilruftions.  It  is  in  no  other  cafe  that  I  would 
prefume  to  folicit  your  attention,  'fo  your  own 
good  fenfe,  and  candour,  1  therefore  entirely  rcftjr 
myfclf.  If  by  reading  this  addrefs  you  fhould  fee 
any  thing  in  a  new  and  jufter  light  than  you  have 
hitherto  done,  my  end  will  be  anfwered;  and  if 
not,  it  will  not  be  much  of  your  time  that  will  be 
loft  upon  it.  My  own  time  I  cannof  better  em- 
ploy^  than  in  making  the  attempt. 

As  thofe  who  are  defighed  to  te|ch  thfs  prin^ 
ciples  of  the  chriftian  religion  to  the  reft  of  the 
community,  I  confider  you  as  deftined  to  fill  a 
ftation  of  the  greatcft  hono>ir  and  importance  iq 
your  country ;  and  I  wifh  you  to  be  truly  fenfiWf 
of  the  honour  and  importance  of  it;  not  to  make 
you  proud  of  the  rank  it  will  give  you,  but  to 
infpirc  you  with  an  earneft  defire,  and  a  laudable 
ambition,  to  difeh^rgc  the  duties  of  it  in  the  bcft 
manner.  For. in  this  cafe  only,  does  any  maa 
cither  receive  honour  from  his  ftatlon,  or  dq 
honour  to  it. 

In  order  to  teach  religion  with  advantage  to 
others,  you  will  agree  with  me  that  it  ought  to  be 
well  uoderftood  by  yourfelvcs  -,   and  we  cannot 
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tkptBt  to  underftand  any  thing  of  ikh  eonfc- 
^enccj  inrithoDt  giving  proper  timi  to  the  ftudf 
of  it.  Articles  of  faith  are  Aings  oF  moment, 
and  therefore  we  fiiould  not  form  a  hafty  judg- 
linent  concerning  them^  but  deliberately  weigK 
before  we  decidd.  And  in  this  refpedt  it  is  that  I 
tnuft  take  the  liberty  to  rcqucft  Jrou  fcrioufly  to 
cbnfider  the  propriety  of  your  prcfent  cuftotns,  as 
you  are  required  to  fubfcribe  to  what  it  cannot  be 
fuppofed  you  have  had  fufficient  time  tojiudy^  and 
dirrefore  cannot  be  fuppoied  to  undirftand^ 

Such  a  cuftom  fuiced  perfedly  well  with  the 
tiipes  of  darknefs  and  bigotry^  in  which  it  was 
cftabliihed.  The  great  objeft  then  was  the  public 
profeflion  of  the  fame  faith,  which  it  Was  thought 
could  not  be  feCurcd  too  early  ^  and  theextinAion 
of  all  fchifm,  which  it  was  thought  could  not  be 
too  carefully  guarded  againftj  and  not/olid  injlruc^ 
iion,  and  a  well  grounded  knowledge  of  what  was 
profefied.  This  could  not  have  been  gained 
without  previous  enquiry,  and  difcufflon,  in  which 
there  would  have  been  fome  hazard  of  perfons 
forming  different  judgments;  and  then  the  fa- 
vourite article  of  the  uniiy  of  the  catholic  church 
would  have  been  in  danger  of  being  broken* 

But,  happily,  we  now  fee  things  in  a  very  dif- 
ferent light.  We  refufe  to  receive  the  principles 
oipbilojopby,  and  certainly  fhould  not  receive  thofe 
of  nitgion,  without  being  fatisficdj  from  proper 

evidence. 


46  LETTERS    TO    THE 

• 

evidence,  with  refpeft  to  their  truth.  Whajtcver 
ufe  there  may  be  in  unions  there  cannot  be  any  in 
ignorance^  or  in  an  agreement  in  words  without 
an  agreement  in  ideas.  And  it  is  in  vain  for 
perfons  to  pretend  to  an  agreement  in  judgment^ 
when  none  of  them  have  formed  any  proper 
judgment  in  the  cafe  i  having  made  no  previous 
enquiry,  on  which  alone  fuch  a  judgment  can  be 
formed.  Two  blind  men  may  agree  in  their 
evidence  with  refpeft  to  the  colour  of  an  objeft, 
but  would  any  jury  be  influenced  by  fuch  evi- 
dence? And  no  better  than  this  is  the  agree- 
ment of  men  in  articles  of  faith^  concerning  the 
truth  of  which  they  have  made  no  enquiry. 

Perfons  can  then  only  be  properly  faid  to  think 
alike^  when  they  fee  things  in  the  fame  lights 
and  when  the  fame  arguments  have  the  fama 
weight  with  them.  But  in  order  to  thisj  there 
muft  be  a  previous  clear  perception  of  the  /«^- 
je£l  concerning  which  a  judgment  is  to  be  formed^ 
and  an  equally  clear  perception  of  the  nature 
and  force  of  the  evidence  on  which  it  is  formed. 
Alfo,  the  more  important  any  fubjeft  is,  tho 
greater  care  Ihould  be  taken  to  form  a  right  judg- 
ment concerning  it.  Since,  therefore,  religion  is 
of  all  fubjefts  the  moft  important,  it  behoves  us 
to  take  the  greateft  care,  and  confequently  to 
employ  the  moft  time,  in  inveftigating  the  prin- 
ciples of  it. 

By 
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By  no  meansy  then^  ever  declare  your  aflenc  cq 
any  articles  of  faith  (and  the  moft  folenm  of  all 
declarations  is  the  mode  of  fubfcription)  before 
you  have  carefully  confidered  what  each  of  .thofe 
arddes  is^  and  have  really  fatisfied  yourfelves 
that  you  fee  the  evidence  on  which  the  truth  of 
them  is  founded.  j[f  the  fubfcription  be  tendered 
to  you  before  that  procefs  has  commenced^  or 
before  it  can  have  been  completed^  refolutely  de- 
cline it.  It  becomes  every  honefl:  man  fo  to  do: 
bccaufe  odierwife  he  figns  he  knows  not  what ; 
though  he  virtually  fays  that  he  has  confidmi 
what  he  has  done,  and  is  fatisfied  with  refpeft  to 
the  propriety  of  it.  If  you  would  not  fet  your 
hand  to  a  common  bond,  without  previoufly  read- 
ing ir^  and  approving  of  ic>  furely  your  minds 
ought  to  revolt  at  the  idea  of  fubfcribing  articles 
of  faith  which  you  have  not  examined.  And  yec 
ibme,  I  fear,  do  this  without  having  fo  much  as 
read  them,  or  being  able  to  fay  what  propofitions 
they  have  figned  their  aflent  to. 

The  probability  is,  that  the  greater  part  of  you^ 
who  will  ever  think  of  reading  this  addrefsj  hava 
already  fubfcribed  the  articles  of  the  church  of 
England  \  having  done  it  at  your  matriculation^, 
that  is,  on  your  admiflion  to  that  place  qf  edu^ 
cation  in  which  you  were  to  ftudy  them,  than 

« 

*  This  I  have  fince  been  inforn^  is  only  the  cafe  tt  Oxford.. 
At  Cambridge  the  ftadents  are  only  obliged  to  attend  th^ 
ienrice  of  the  church  of  England^  and  on  taking  the  degree  of 
imbiUr  to  declare  that,  they  are  hnafidi  membcn  of  it.  They 

Aue  ai^slrt  pll  they  takf  At  degree  of  X>«f  «r« 

which 
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which  nothing  more  prcpofterotii  can  well  b<j 
inriagirtcd.  In  this  cafe,  a$  pcrfons  who  have  un- 
intentionally done  wrong,  pfrocccd  iio  farther,  and 
do  not,  by  availing  yourfclvcs  of  any  adyantagea 
accruing  from  it,  make  thit  to  life  a  deliberate 
falfeho6d,  which  originally  waS  nothing  more  than 
an  overflght.  Troth  and  upfighfnefs  require 
that  you  renounce  your  fubfcription,  and  every 
thing  confcqufcnt  upon  it.  Becaufe,  till  you  be 
fatisfied  that  what  you  have  fubfcribed  is  truey 
fo  that  you  could  bona  fide  fepcat  thd  fubfcription, 
you  ought  to  confider  yourfelves  as  not  having 
fubfcribed  at  alK 

I  take  it  for  granted,  you  will  hot  think  that 
religion  is  the  only  fiibjcft  with  relpcft  to  which  a 
pcrfon  may  be  lawfully  guilty  of  a  knoWn  falfe- 
hood,  or  prevarication ;  or  that  God,  In  whofe 
prefence  the  fubfcription  is  niade,  is  the  only 
Being  who  may  be  fafely  mocked  and  trifled  with. 
What  can  you  hereafter  fay  to  any  man,  who 
ihall  have  made  a  falfe  declaration  of  any  other 
kind,  or  have  taken  a  falfe  x)ath/ when  you  will  be 
Gonfcious  to  yourfelves'  that  you  have  made  a 
declaration  in  w^ich  there  wa^  as  litde  fincerity, 
and  that  you  made  a  folemn  profeffion  of  what 
you  did  not  know  to  be  true,  or  might  have 
known  to  be  faHe )  and  that  you  reap  the  benefit 
40f  fuch  falfe  declaration  and  profeffion  ? 

This,  Gentlemen,  is  a  cafe  that  will  nOt  bear 
arguing.    Every  upright  mind  muft  decide  upon 

3  it 
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it  immediately^  and  all  the  attempts  that  have 
been  made  to  apologize  for  fubfcription  to  arti^ 
des  q£  faith  that  are  not  really  believed,  or,  which 
is  the  fame  thing,  have  never  been  examine.d,  or 
fix-  holding  the  pofleffion  of  any  thing  to  which 
ftidi.a  fubfcription  introduced*  a  man^  can  pnly 
ezpoie.  the  chicanery  of  thofe  who  *  have  recourfc 
to  them.  In  any  other  cafe  fimil^  to  this,  every 
dergjrnian  would  fay  with  David,  yls  the  Lord 
Uveib,Jucb  a  thing  ought  not  to  be.  But  how  many 
of  them  are'  there^  to  whom^  after  fuch  a  decla-* 
ratioQi  it  might  be  faid^  Thou  art  the  man  ? 

This  is  certainly  the  cafe  with  all  Arians  and 
Socinians  in  the  church  of  England,  of  all  who 
admit,  the  principles  of  Dr.  Clarke^ s  Treat  if e  on  the 
Trinity^  or  any  other,  in  which  the  Son  of  God  is 
maintained  to  be,  in  any  fenfe,  inferior  to  the 
Father,  or  to  be  no  proper  objetl  of  prayer.  For 
in  one  of  your  creeds  it  is  exprcfsly  faid,  that  of 
the  three  perfons  in  the  trinity y  no  one  of  them  is  li^ 
fore  or  after  the  otber^  iSc.  and  in  your  litany  pe- 
titions are  addrefled  to  God  the  Son,  and  God  the 
Holy  Ghoft,  as  well  as  to  God  the  Father. 

With  the  greateft  refpeft,  I  am» 
Gentlemen, 
Your  fincere  well-wiflier, 

J,    PRIESTLEY^ 
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LETTER      II. 

Oy  the  Study  of  the  DeBrhe  ef  the  frimly, 

Gent  LB  MB  Nj 

T^  HOUGH  I  do  not  mean  to  troofWe  you 
with  my  thoughts  on  many  artides  of  your 
chriftian  faith,  there  is  one  whicl\,  on  account  of 
its  peculiar  magnitude,  I  cannot  help  recom- 
mending to  your  moft  deliberate  confideration, 
viz.  ^be  ohjeSl  of  religious  worjhip.  From  £he  na- 
ture of  die  thing,  you  cannot  but  be  tenflble, 
that  4^hi5  muft  be  an  article  of  tlie  firfl:  and  laCft 
importance;  and  tliercfore  on  this  fubjeft  you 
certainly  ought  not  to  form  a  hafly  or  rafh  judg- 
ment, but  bring  to  the  ftudy  of  it  your  beft  facul- 
ties, and  give  it  your  clofeft  attention^ 

In  a  matter  of  this  confequence,  let  no  man,  trt 
body  of  men,  judge  for  you,  but  honeftly  and 
fairly  judge  for  yourfclves ;  becaufe  you  are  in- 
dividually refponfible  fer  thfe  ufe  yon  make  of 
your  faculties.  Confidcr  that,  on  the  very  fame 
principle  on  which  any  perfon  m  this  country 
may  imagine  th^  he  may  fafely  acquiefce  in  the 
judgment  of  the  church  of  England,  a  perlbn  ia 
France  or  Italy  will  be  juftified  in  acquicfcing  ia 
the  Judgment  of  the  church  of  Rome,  and  niay 

receive 
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receive  without  examinacioA  the  doftrinc  of 
tranfuUtantiation^  or  the  worfliip  of  Mary  and 
all.  the  Saintflb 

If  you  are  fcnfible  that  they  ought  not  to  bow 
down  and  worihip  Mary^  on  the  authority  of  the 
cbarch  of  Rome>  neither  ought  you  to  worfhip 
the  Son  of  Mary,  on  the  authority  of  the  church 
of  England,  but  fhould  firft  fatisfy  yourfelv.cs, 
whether  the  ion  of  Mary  be  your  God  and  ixiaker. 
If  be  himielf  have  a  God  and  father y  and  the  fame 
God  and  Father  with  yourfelv,e8>  you  are  bre- 
thren j  and  you  ought  no  more,  without  an  ex* 
prcfe  divine  authority  for  it,  to  worlhip  him,  than 
he  ought  to  worlhip  you.  You  are  equally  de- 
pendent upon  the  feme  great  God  and  Father  of 
all)  and  ^ther  of  you  have  any  thing  but  what 
he  gave,  wliat  yoti  are  alike  accountable  to  him 
for,  and  wfa«t  he  <:an  refume  at  his  fovereign 
pieafirre« 

But  I  do  not  mean,  in  this  addrefs,  to  enter 
into  the  particulars  of  the  argument  with  you, 
bvt'only  to  export  you,  though  with  all  poflible 
earneftne&j  to  enquire  and  judge  for  yourfclves.. 
And  do  not  think  yourfelves  unqualified  to  form 
a  judgment  in  the  cafe.  As  far  as  rcajon  is  con- 
cerned in  the  difcuffion,  ufe  your  reafon ;  where 
fcripture  is  appealed  to,  confult  the  fcripturesj, 
Ud  when  recourfe  muift  be  had  to  antiquity ^  care- 
foUy  resul  the  monuments  of  it,  efpecially  iix  the 

£  2  writings 
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writings  of  thofc  who  are  ufually  called  the  Fa-- 
tbers^  fo  ftrongly  recommended  to  you  by  the 
Dean  of  Canterbury;  and  for  this  you  enjoy  un- 
common advantages,  in  the  noble  libraries  to 
which  you  have  accefs.  We  diffenters  have  na 
fuch  privileges.  Alt  the  knowledge  we  get  of  this 
kind  is  the  refult  of  much  trouble,  and  much 
expence. 

If,  not  wholly  relying  pn  your  own  inveftiga- 
tion,  you  have  recourfe  to  the  affiftance  of  others, 
read  the  publications  on  both  fides  of  the  qucf- 
tion,  and  pay  no  regard  to  the  authority  of  nameSj 
but  only  to  the  weight  of  argument. 

The  Dean  of  Canterbury,  I  am  forry  to  per- 
ceive, has  only  recommended  fuch  works  as  were 
profcflcdly  written  in  defence  of  the  doftrine  of 
the  trinity,  which  is  not  of  a  piece  with  his  ufual 
candour  and  liberality.  Very  different  from  this> 
and  certainly  more  worthy  of  a  chriftian  and 
protcftant  biflhop,  is  the  condudt  of  the  preferit 
excellent  bi (hop  ofLlandaffj  who,  in  the  lifi  of 
books  which  he  recommends  ta  the  ftudents  in 
divinity,  has  rnferted  works  written  for  and  agaiaft 
every  doftrine  of  importance^ 

As  this  great  queftion  is  now  in  the  courfc  of 
public  difcuffion,  between  rhyfelf  and  the  ableft 
writers  of  your  own  church,  and  you  canno^  be 
wholly  unconcerned  fpedtators,  read  the  produc- 
tions 
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tions  of  both.  You  may  be  well  aflured  that, 
cqnfidering  the  ability  of  the  writers  in  favour  of 
the  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  their  number,  and  the 
zeal  witli  which,  they  enter  into  the  controverfy, 
together  with  the  opportunities  which  they  and 
their  numerous  friends  (who  will  not  fail  to  give 
them  all  the  afliftance  in  their  power)  have  of 
confulcing  the  moft  valuable  libraries,  every 
thing  will  be  produced  that  can  be  favourable  to 
their  argument.  If,  therefore,  it  be  poffible  to 
prove  that  the  do^rine  of  the  trinity  is  not  con- 
trary to  reafon^  that  it  is  agreeable  to  the  fcrip- 
tures,  and  th-at  it  has  the  countenance  of  priiiii-' 
tive  antiquity,  it  will  be  done. 

But  if,  after  all  that  can  be  alleged,  you  cannot 
help  thinking  that  three  divine  ferfons  muft  be 
three  Godsy  whicih  our  religion  reprobates ;  that 
Chriftisthe  meffcnger  and'fervant  of  God,  and 
not  God  hittifelfj  and  that  the  great  body  of 
common  chriftians  In  primitive  times  ((he  very^ 
perfons  for  whofe  ufe  the  books  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  were  written,  and  who  muft  have  underftood 
them,  and  the  doftrine  of  the  apoftles,  from  whom 
they  had  their  inftruftion)  were  unitarians,  be- 
Kevirtg  that  divinity  is  to  be  afcribed  to  no  other 
than  to  one  God  the  Father,  and  that  Chrift  was 
fimply  (Lukexxiv.  19.)  a  prophet  mighty  in  word 
and  deed  (Adls  ii.  2a.)  a  man  approved  ofGody  by 
JignSy  nvondersy  and  mighty  deedsy  which  Gcd  did  by 
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himi  you  muft  conclude  that,  notwlthftandihg^ 
the  ability,  learning,  and  integrity,  of  my  oppo- 
nents, their  caufe  is  indefenfible ;  that  the  re- 
formed  church  of  England  is  idolatrous,  as  well 
as  the  church  of  Rome^  and  therefore  tbat^  till 
Ihe  be  farther  reformed,  you  ought  to  com^  out  of 
ber,  and  bejeparate. 

You  will,  of  courfe,  hear  many  fermons,  and 
fee  many  treatifes,  againft  my  publications  in  de- 
fence of  the  divine  unity,  but  do  me  the  juftice  to 
read  the  books  and  trafts  which  have  alarmed 
your  lliperiors  fo  much.  You  will  find  thcni 
written  perhaps  with  lefs  ability,  and  lefs  learn- 
ing, than  thofe  of  my  antagonifts,  but  with  a 
fincere  love  of  truth .  While  the  controverfy  con- 
tinues, \  pledge  myfclf  to  acknowledge  any  over- 
fjght  that,  in  fo  copious  an  arg^nient,  I  may  bo 
guilty  of,  and  fjiall  let  nothing  of  any  moment 
pafs  unnoticed.  I  am  even  willing  to  adojit  ajay^ 
method  that  fhall  be  thought,  by  my  adverf^riei 
themfelves,  moft  to  facilitate  the  fuUeft  invefti^ 
gation  of  the  fubjeft.  I  openly  call  upon  evcrjj 
one,  who  has  any  confiderable  charafter  at  ftake,^ 
and  who  has  entered  into  the  lifts,  fuch  as  Dr.; 
Horfley,  Mr.  White,  Mr.  Howes,  and  Dr.  Home,, 
to  make  good  what  they  have  advanced;  anc^ 
in  thefe  circumftances,  you  cannot  doubt  their 
readinefs  to  produce  any  thing  in  their  power 
to  confute  and  filence  me. 

Befidca 
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Bcfides  my  larger  works,  as  the  Hiftory  of  the 
Corruptions  of  Cbrijiianity,  and  of  Early  Opinions 
cmuerning  Jefus  Cbrift^  together  with  all  the  writ- 
ings of  Mr.  Lindfcy,  permit  me  to  recommend  to 
your  peniial,  a  finalfi  pamphlet  entitled,  A  Gene^ 
ral  View  of  the  Arguments  for  the  Unity  of  God,  6f  r. 
meotiened^pv  39..  "¥001*  wifl  findut  rf  great  i»fe 
in  eftimating  the  pftogKft  that  may  be  made  in 
the  difcuflfion,  as  it  takes  in  the  whole  compafs  of 
it,  from  rcafon,  from  the  fcripturcs,.  and  from 
hiftory ;  fo  that  if  aj^y  pf  nxy  arguments  be  found 
to  be  defeSivc,  you  will  eafily  fee  how  many  re- 
main unanfwered,.  and  what  is  their  proper  place, 
and  wdght,  in  the  whole  controvcrly^ 
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LETTER       III. 

Of  the  Difficulties  attending  an  open  Acknowledgment 

of  ^ruib^ 

Gentlemen, 

T  AM  truly  fen fihle  of  the  peculiar  difRcuhies 
■^  attending  your  fituation.  Many  of  you,  I 
believe,  hive  no  other  profpeft  in  life  but  that  of 
officiating  In  a  church,  in  which  the  doftrine  of 
the  trinity,  to  the  exannination  of  which  I  wifti  to 
draw  your  attention,  is  aftually  received.  It  even 
enters  into  her  forms  of  devotion ;  fo  that  for  the 
prefent  you  have  no  choice  but  to  fubfcribe  her 
articles,  and  make  ufe  of  her  forms,  or  give  up  all 
hopes  of  preferment,  or  employment.  Should 
you,  therefore,  after  the  examination  which  I  now 
recommend,  fee  reafon  (as  I  cannot  help  fufpeft- 
ing  you  will)  to  decline  that  fubfcription,  and  all 
your  profpefts  in  life  depending  upon  it,  you 
may  be  much  embarraffed. 

To  this  I  can  only  fay,  that,  great  as  the  difficulty, 
no  doubt,  will  be,  it  will  be  lefs  nowy  than  if,  ven- 
turing to  take  a  ftep  which  your  minds  difapprove, 

you  fhould  l)^  ftruck  with  a  fenfc  pf  (he  impro- 
priety 
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priety  of  this  tranfaftion,  in  a  latter  period  of  youjr 
Ura ;  whea  you  will  be  aftually  engaged  in  an 
employment,  the  duties  of.  which  you  cannot  con- 
£cteQtiou(ly  difclarge,  with  the  additional  burden 
€f  a  wife  and  family,  and  wben.it  may  be  too  late 
to  look  put  for  any  other  fource  of  fubfiftence. 
Many  worthy  perfons,  I  do  aflure  you,  are  at  this 
very  time  in  this  mod  painful  fituation,  wtfliing 
it  was  with  them  as  it  is  now  with,  you;  who  clearly 
ice  whac  duty  requires,  and  acutely  feel  how  nature^ 
and  all  its  ties,  oppofeit* 

Some  jears  ago,  a  .clcrgymian,  then  turned  fixty, 
with  a  wife  and  a  numerous  family,  told  me  his  dif- 
trefling  cafe,  with  tears  literally  running  down  his 
cheeks.  It  was  jiot  for  me  to  adyife.what  I  might 
ooth2Lrc  been  capable  of  doing  in  ihe  fame  cir- 
cumftances.  He  him(e)f  knew  but  too  well  what 
&ri£t  duty  required.  I  could  Quly  mix  my  tears 
wkb  his.  For  fuch  men  ^s  thefeyWhofc  complaints 
are  only  uttered  in  private,  our  prefent  governors 
and  their  own  ecclefiaftical  fuperiors,  ieem  t;o  have 
no  feeling.  But  there  is  a  grea^  Being,  bigber 
than  ibe  bigbeft^  .who  knows,  and  »who  will  one  day 
vifit  for  thefe  things.  .      .  / 

■ 

Strongly  as  you  may  feel  your  own  difficulties, 
you  cannot. but  be  fenfible  how  much  they  are 
exceeded  by  thofc  of  the  cafe  which  1  have  now 
mentioned.  Bcfides;,  if  virtuous  refoluyon  is  to 
be  c^pe6i:ed  of  man,  it  is  to  be  expeftcd  oiyoutb. 

That 
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That  is  the  period  of  life  the  moft  dsftiiigoUhect  for 
a  generous  ardour  in  the  puriliit  of  truth,  for  an 
ingenuoua  difpofition,  unperverted  by  a  coRMmree 
with  the  would*  and  a  vigour  of  mind  equal  oo-  any 
trial.  A£^  then,  a  pare  becoming  enlightenedi 
iihtuois,  and  generoua  Britifh  you^  Confbr 
tc^ether,  and  aflbciate  ia  youp  cofnmmi  caufe, 
A  petition  for  a  removal  of  fubfirrtption  to  any 
human  articles  of  faith,  and  for  a  reformation  of 
the  public  liturgjs  or  for  leave  to  alter  it  with  the 
confent  of  your  parifhionerS)  wotuld*  I  am  confi- 
dent, have  more  weight  from  yoUj  than  from  any 
cchsr  defbripdoli  of  men  in  the  kingdom. 

Tell  Qi}v  govemorsi  that  you  are  ready  to  ren- 
:  dcp  your  country  the  beft  fcrvices  in  your  powdtt 
in  promoting  the  knowIedge^  and  pra6btcc  of  chrif* 
tianity  $  but  that  there  are  obftrudtions  in  your 
way,  which  pwvent  your  engaging  in  (Ms  great 
worki  and  whichc  would  defeat  your  purpoft  iJF  you 
did  Y  that  you  cannot,  with  a  good  grace,  or  with 
cflbft^,  inculcate  the  principles  of  honefty  and  in-> 
fegfity  on  others,  after,  by  a  public  and  folemn 
a&,  violating  them  yourfehres^  that  it  will  be 
your  happinefs,  and  your  glor}^,  to  teach*  chrifHa* 
nity>  but  not  the  manifeft  abufes  and  corruptionr 
of  it,  dodbrines  which  militate  with  the  ftmda- 
mental  prtndjples  of  it;  that  you  cannot,^  at  the 
ftme  time  preach  the  religion  of  Chrift,  and  wor- 
flip  anoriier  Bebg^than  him  whom  Chrift  wor- 
a  fliipped. 
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pped,^  and  whom  he  taught  alt  his  dilciplesi  to 
rfiii^   2is  the  only,  true  Gnd^ 

Tell  them  that^  after  an  alteration  in  the  forms 
xiblic  wQrflup^  you  can  with  infinitely  more  ad« 
itage  teach  thofe  principles  which  are  truly 
at^  and  efiential  to  chriftianity,  and  on  which 
nc  iu  efficacy  to  purify  the  heart,  and  to  re- 
31  the  fife,  can  depend  *,  and  that,  provided 
;  great  end,  be  gained^  the  obje£b  of  all  good 
I  wMe  government  will  be  anfivered ;  for  that 
w'elfare  of  focicty^  which  is  khe  fole  objeft 
:ivi|  government,  cannot  poflibly  have  any  ne- 
fary  connexion  with  the  myfterious  doArine  of 
trinity.  Tell  them  that  ijt  is.fufficieht  if,  be- 
ing, nothing  but  what  they  can  underfland^ 
^  be^gpod  citizens  ;  and  that  this  will  be  belt 
Aed  by  inculcating  the  great  dodtrine  of  a  li^ 
retribution  after  death,  a  ftate  in  which  men 
.  receive  according  to  their  worksy  not  accord- 
to  their  opinions. 

f  I 

f  you  cannot  engage  a  (ufficicnt  number  to 
ce  a  relpeftabte  application  to  your  fuperiors, 
hurch  or  ftate,  ftill  do  what  integrity  requires 
irou  as  individuals.  It  is  what  many,  to  their 
[lite  honour,  have  done  before  you.  A  con- 
rablc    number    of   the   moft  intelligent  and 

difpofed  young  men  have  declined  entering 
\  the  miniftry,  when  they  feriouOy  reflefted  on 

terms    on  which   they  muft  have  done  it ; 

men. 
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men,  whofe  ability  and  integrity  would  have  qua 
lifted  them  lo  be  the  grcateft  ornaments  of  thci    ^ 
profeflion,  if  the  entrance  into  it  had  not  been  too  ^ 

narrow  to  admit  them.  ' 

» 

I  cannot  help  flattering  myfelf,  however,  that  an 
carneft  reprefentation  from  even  a  few  of  you,  of 
your  peculiarly  difficult  fituation,  would  not  be 
without  its  efFeft;  and  then  your  couritry  would 
be  indebted  to  you  for  its  emancipation  from  a 
bondage  which,  in  confequence  of  the  progrefs  of 
religious  knowledge,  muft  be  every  day  moje  fc- 
vercly  felt,  a  bondage  which  cannot  afFe6t  any  but 
the  intelligent  and  the  ingenuous ;  thofe  who  wi(h 
well  to  the  caufe  of  virtus^  but  who  cannot  pro* 
rnote  it  except  in  tbe  way  oi  truth.  In  all  events, 
however,  you  will  have  done  your  duty ;  and 
greater  guilt  will  remain  on  thofe  who  refule  to 
reafonable  a  requeft. 

t 

«      r 

Where  religion  is  concerned,  do  not  deceive 
yourfclves  by  waiting  till  fome  great  man\  in  the 
church  or  the  Aate.  take  the  lead.  Neither  was 
chriftianity  pr.0p4ga.ted,  nor  the  reformation  be- 
gun, by  this  me^ns.  Individuals  of  all  rank) 
thought  .and  adtcd  for  themfelves,  and  thofe  who 
had  influence  in  public  meafur^s  favoured  them 
when  it  appeared  to  be  their  intereft  fo  to  do. 
And,  in  iHe  nature  of  things,  nothing  clfe  couM 
be  expefteJ/' it^erfons  in  years,  or  who  have  cf- 
tablifhments  for  life,  have  generally  hit  upon  fomrS 

method 
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LETTER    IV. 

w 

TiE  jvcGcdkig  Letters  were  written  In  confo- 
^ueoce  ofxeadingthe  Dean  of  Canterbury's 
tniiyr  OLodid  Sermonsj  and  I  was  led  to  think  of 
addficfling  myfelf  to  y^u^  as  well  as  to  him  on  the 
occsCfion,  on  account  of  his  being  prefident  of  a 
college  in  Oxford.  Since  the  writing  of  them,  I 
have  feen  another  Sermon  preached  by  Dr*  Purkis^ 
one  of  the  preachers  of  the  King's  Chapel,  at 
Whitehall,  before  the  Univcrfity  of  Cambridge, 
on  Commencement  Sunday,  July  2,  1786,  which,. 
if  the  writer  may  be  credited*,  was  received  with 

^  The  doubt  here  intimated  was  occaiioned  by  the  foWov/inQ 
aooaymoDs  letter,  which  (hows  that  one  of  our  Univerlicies»  at 
leaft,  is  not  deftitnte  of  liberality. 

''  I  loie  no  time  in  tranfmitting  yon  a  difcourfe  which  did 

much  violence  to  my  feelings  at  ihe  time  I  heard  it  delivered* 

from  the  unsrerEty  pnlpit.    So  far  is  the  author's  boaft  in  the 

advertifeme&t  horn  being  triie,  that  I  believe  his  fermon  gave 

ierions  concern  to  feveral  very  refpefUble,  learned^  and  liberal 

men  among  his  audience  (which,  it  being  Commencement  Sun- 

day>wasa  very  numerous  one)  as  well  as  to  myfelf.    It  was 

.preached  at  aa  cxercife  forliis  dodor's  degree.    The  pubiiiher 

iafixms  me,  thai  the  greatefi  part  of  the  impreffion  has  been  fenc 

by 


6+  LETTERS    TO    THE 

as  much  applaufe  as  thofe  of  the  Dean  of  Canterr 
bury,  who  is  of  Oxford. 

Though  I  think  fuch  mere  declamation  utterly 
unworthy  of  an  univerfity  that  has  a  Newton  to 
boaft  of,  and  do  not  fee  that  it  contains  any  thing 
particularly  deferring  of  a  reply,  I  (hall  take  occa- 
lion  frorn  it  to  fli^w  the  extreme  weaknefs  of  fome 
things  on  which  gieat  ftrefs  is  laid  with  refpeftto 
the  difcuITion  that  is  now  before  the  public,  and 
others  of  a  fimilar  nature.  Qne  would  think,  in- 
deed, that  fuch  things  could  only  be  faid  ad  caftm-' 
dum  vulgus,  and  could  never  have  been  addrefled 
to  thofe  who  are  brought  up  in  a  freedom  irom 
vulgar  prejudices,  which  ought  to  be  one  great 
pbjedt  in  a  courfe  of  liberal  education. 

I .  Of  the  Influence  of  Philofopby  on  Religion. 

Dr.  Purkis  preaches  from  Col.  ii.  8.  Beware 
left  any  man  fpoil  you  through  pkilojopbyy  and  vain 
deceit^  after  the  traditions  of  men,  after  the  rudi* 

0 

by  the  author  as  prefents  to  bifhops  and  great  men.  I  trnftyoa 
will  not  be  wanting  to  check  the  poi/on  of  its  influence,  to  fpeak 
like  the  aurhor»  for  which  I  blafh^  as  I  ihould  at  any  thing  that 
favoured  of  an  unchrillian  fpirit.  An  anfwer  from  your  maf- 
terly  pen,  I  have  reafon  to  believe,  will  give  great  fatisfadion  to 
many  confciencious  lovers  of  truth  in  this  univerfity,  but  I  af- 
fure  you,  ro  none  more  than  to  your  hearty  well-wifher  in  the 
gofpel  caufe,  who  profefTes,  gx  animo,  to  be  a  fincere  eDqairer 
into  the  truth  as  ii  is  in  Jefus,^* 

*'  Cambridge,  Nov.  »7,  1786." 

fiients 
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mtts  df  this  worlds  and  not  after  Cbrift.  By  this 
hey  no  doubts  meant.to  infihuatc  that  myfelf,  and 
other  unitarians^  who  have  fome  pretenfions  to 
jddloibphy,  aie  juft  fuch  philofophers  as  the  apoftle 
F^l  bad  tp  do  withj  their  principles  being  the 
fiutle,  having  the  fame  connexion  with  religion^ 
the  fame  influence  upon  it^  and  tending  alike  to 
fill  the  mind  with  pi^d^  and  felf-conceit.  -Henge' 
the  pi^raies,  '*  a  n)inutte  mind  bufied  with  remark- 
^  11^  only  the  track  of  its  own  experim(fnts>  p.  ^\ 
^  a  H\\i  prefuming  perfbn,  ib»  ^^  dogmati9al  ar- 
•*  romance,''  p.  8,  &c.  &c.  Indeed^  withot^t  tHis 
Gonftniftion,  Dr.  PurkisVtext  and  difcoiirfe  could 
not  be  diought  to  be  peculiarly  ^^  feafonable  af 
^  Ifbif  iimi,*'  as  the  advertifement  prefixed  to  it 
expredi^s. 

I 
NoiAr  really.  Gentleman,  there  is  no  foundatioil 
whatever  for  any  of  thefe  infinuatiotis  or  reflec- 
tions. The  pbilofopl^y  which  the  apoftle  alluded 
to  was  undoubtedly  that  of  the  Gnoftics,  the  prin- 
<fiples  of  which  you  will -fee  detailed  in  tny^ Hi/lory 
y  early  Opinions  concerning  Jejlts  Cbrift^  and  which 
yoo  may  find  in  any  book  of  eccleGaflical  hifl:ory. 
Pleafe  then  to  examine  them,  and  fee  whether 
you  can  find  in  them  any  refemblance  to  the  mo- 
dern experimental  philofopfy,  with  which  (notwith- 
ftanding  it3  fuppofed  evil  tendency)  you  are,  I 
doubt  no^  well  acquainted.  The  Gnofl:ics  made 
no  experiments  at  all.  Their  notions  were  all 
mctaphyfical,  mythological^  or  theological,  and 

F  therefoie. 
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therefore,  naturally  interfered  with,  and  contami- 
nated, the  chriftian  principles ;  whereas,  experi- 
mental philofophy  is  wholly  unconnefted  with 
them,  any  farther  than  as  all  truth  has  a  connexion* 

Accordingly  we  fee  that  there  have  been  expe- 
rimental philofophers,  as  well  as  mathematicians^ 
of  every  opinion  with  relpeft  to  the  dodlrine  of  the 
trinity.  If,  therefore,  this  kind  of  fcience  t^nds 
to  make  meo  proud,  there  muft  be  proud  and  con- 
ceited trinitarians,  as  well  as  unitarians,  and  there, 
are  who  think  that  my  antagonift  Dr.  Horflcy 
might  be  quoted  as  a  proof  of  this.  But^  in  fa£t^ 
experimental  philofophy  tends  to  make  us  hum- 
ble; as  it  fhews  in  the  (Irongeit  light,  the  im-. 
menfity  of  nature,  the  unfearchable  wifdom  of  the 
author  of  nature,  and  the  narrownefs  of  our  com- 
prehenfion.  Other  p^rfons  bear  of  thefc  truths^ 
but  experimental  philofophers y^^/ them;  and  it, 
is  chiefly  from  their  report  that  others  derive  their 
knowledge  of  them.  Let  Dr.  Purkis  alfo  fay> 
what  e]|^perimental  philofophy  has  to  do  with  the 
traditions  of  men,  or  the  rudiments  of  the  world.  — 
'  Indeed,  Gentlemen,  no  man  could  know  any  thing 
of  modern  philofophy,  or  of  gnofticifin,  and  fay 
what  Dr.  Purkis  does  on  this  fubjeft.  It  is  ^1 
groundlefs  infinuation  and  calumny,  void  of  all 
colour  or  refemblance  of  truth,  and  calculated  to 
prejudice  the  mind  both  againft  philofpphyj  iiiid 
national  theology. 

'  *    '  Thci:e 
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There  is  ihore  pridc^  Gtendcmen,  in  difclaiming 
ttaXon^  and  affcfting  to  be  governed  by  a  prin^ 
ciple  fuperiot  to  ic>  than  in  huoibly  following  it. 
Bcfides>  it  has  boeifi  well  obferved^  that  no  maa 
a^afldofts  reafon  till  reafbn  has  abandoned  him. 

1.  OfMffterlis  in  Kiligi^n. 

.  Mmjfitrm  mean^  as  Drv  Purkis  fay  theydo^  p. 
fd^:  ^^  things  in  their  own  nature  incomprehen-^ 
'^  fibfe/'  I  muft  fay>  that  the  fcriptures  know  no 
fuch  myfteries^  but  only  things  that  were  for  fome 
time  unknown^  but  which  were  perfeftly  intelli- 
gible when  they  were  made  known.  The  term  is 
never  a|^lied  to  any  thing  concerning  the  nature  of 
God,  but  only  to  the  difpenfations  of  his  provi-^ 
dence,  and  almoft  wholly  to  that  one  particular  in 
his  difpenfations,  the  preaching. of  the  gofpel  to  the 
Gentiles,  without  burdening  them  with  the  ^bfer- 
vahcc  of  the  Jewifh  ritual*  But  how  can  this  be 
(xid  to  be  a  thing  *^  in  its  own  natOre  incompre- 
**  hendble  ?"  It  had  been,  as  the  apoftle  calls  it, 
zfecret,  or  myfterj^  bid  from  ages,  but  it.was  then 
wmdi  known,  and  when  made  knowpi  was  perfectly 
intelligible.^. 

What  Paul  calls  (1  Tim.  i\u  16)  the  great  myf 
tery  ofgodlinefs  confided  of  fuch  particulars  relat- 
ing to  chriftianity  as  are  all  peKeftty  intelligible, 
when  made  known,  as  (even  admitting  the  com-^ 
mon  reading)  G^d  manifefi  in  tbepfi^  that  is,  fpcak- 

Fa  i^B 
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ingCoiTunkind  by  the  man  Chrift  J^fus,  &c,  &c. 
Suffer  not  your  minds,  therefor^  to  be  dazzled  by 
the  do6lrine*of  myfteries  in  religion,  and  the  fub^ 
miO^onof  reafqn  to  faiib.  By  the  fame  bait  you 
may  be  drawn  in  to  believe  the  doctrine  of  tranfubi- 
ftantiation.  For  the  catholics  ufe  the  very  fame 
arguments  in,its  d«fence>  that  the  trinitarians  do 
in  the  defence  of  that  of  the  trinity.  They  arc 
both  faid  to  becJofiTines  of  pure  rsvilation^  and 
that  it(is  not  theiprovince,  of  reaj§n  ^xo  exaitiine 
them.  lb  reality^they  are  neither  agrQeablettb 
reaibn  nor  reicehtion* 

'  •  ■•  ■  • 

3»  Of  Tohratim 

• 

If  any  fobjeQ:  had  been  well  underitdod^  lihould 
fiavc  thought  it  had  been  that  of  toleration.  But  T 
perceive  it  is  of  very  difficult  comprehenfion  to 
thofe  who  have  it  in  their  power  to  be  intolerant. 
It  happens  to  be  unfafliionable  to  deny  the  doc- 
trine of  it  in  words^  but  its  principles  are  certainly- 
undcrminal  by  the  limitations  of  it  in  this.  Scr- 
riion  of 'Dr.  Pwkis.  For  he  would  not  tolerate^ 
p.  20,  *'  the  difbfelieyers  of  the  gofpel/'  fayingi 
p.  21,  that '^^  the  religion  of  Jefus  manifeftly  ex- 
«  eludes  every  other  -,  and  that  we  moft  adhere  to 

"this  exclu  five  principle,,  if  we  aflfert  its  divide 
••  authority/*  • 


This,  Gtaitlemen,  you  mraft  fecco:  bc'  the^mijft^ 
palpable  of :  all  fallacies.  '  In«one  fetife,  mdeed>' 
cvcfry^troch  ta  exdufivt^  bccaQie  itvcaanot  benou 

ceived 


« 
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«ivcd  together  with  the  oppofite  error,  the  one 
ncceflarily  excluding  the  other ;  that  isj  in  the 
mind  of  the  fame  perfon.  But  in  no  other  fenfc 
is-the  religion  of  Chrift,  any  more  than  the  prin- 
ciples of  true  philofoptiy,  <^aA  ncluGre  nature. 
Whereas  Dr.  Purkis  means,  that  (be  prb&flbrs  of 
chriftianity:  ought  not  to  &$cr  any  otfier  rcKgton 
to  be  profeHed,  if  they  have  power  to  prev«tt  it> 
vbich.  is  a  doArine  that  neii^  ChriA  nor  the 
a^ioftlcs  give  any  i:ounteiunce  to.  7ke  weapons 
of  our  warfare  are  not  carnal,  hut  fpiriiu^  {%  Cor. 
I.  4);  If  chriftianity  itfclf  be  of  this  cxclufive 
Qaturc^  the  fame  properly  muft  belong  to  every 
thing^thac  is  eflential  to  it ;  and  ctHtfequently, 
iriaitaTiaas,  thinking  their  peculiar  doctrines  ef- 
fential  to  chriftianity,  will  think  themfeives  jufti- 
fied  in  exterminating  all  unitarianSj  as  well  as 
Jews  and  Mahometans,  as  ii/heHevers  of  true 
chriftianity, 

BiK  muft  not  Dr.  Ptirkis  allow  thal^  if  the  civil 
governors  of  a  country,  esfucf},  have  a  right  to 
ofe  their  power  in  fupport  of  what  they  deem  to 
be  true  religion,  heathens  and  Mahometans  have 
the  lame  fight  to  perfecute  chfiftians,  chat  chrif- 
tians  have  to  perfecute  them  ?  The  chriftian 
maxim,  ofj^is^  to  fibers  4s  we  would  be  dene  iy 
atrfeheSf  is  as  juftly  applicable  to  this  cafe  as  to 
any  other  whatever.  If  therefore  we  chrirtians 
would  think  it  right  that  we  Ihould  be  tolerated 
F  3  among 
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among  heathens  or  Mahori^etans^  we  ought  to  t^ 
lerate  them  among  us. 

4.  0/ perverting  the  Language  of  the  Scriptures.  . 

Dr.  Purkis  fays,  p.  12,  "  Next  to  this  turn  of 
philofophical  fyftcm  in  religion,  we  remarked  a 
fccptical  defirc  of  arguing  away  the  phrafeo- 
logy  of  fcripture,  when  it  fcems  to  convey  doc- 
**  trines  above  our  comprehcnfion,  in  order  to  re- 
•*  duce  them  to  the  level  of  our  own  opinions/* 
&c.  &c.  &c. 

Now  I  dare  fay,  that  Dr.  Purkis,  believing  in 
the  truth  of  the  fcriptures,  and  likcwife  in  other 
truths  not  contained  in  the  fcriptureSj  will  endea- 
vour to  reconcile  them  as  well  as  he  can,  as  alfo 
to  reconcile  one  fcripture  truth  with  another ;  for 
they  cannot  both  be  believed,  unlefs  they  can  be 
reconciled  j  and  what  is  this  but  the  very  thing 
that  he  charges  the  unitarians  with,  as  an  unpar- 
donable fault  ?  For  example,  he,  as-a  proteftant 
cannot  believe  that  a  piece  of  bread  is  changed 
into  flefh,  while  the  properties  of  bread  remain  in 
ir,  though  our  Saviour  has  faid  of  the  facramen- 
tal  bread,  This  is  my  body.  What  then  does  he  do, 
but  explain  away  this  phrafeology,  by  fuppofing 
that  it  is  a  figurative  expreflion,  and  merely  be- 
caufe  the  doftrine  of  "  the  literal Jenfe  is  above  his 
♦'  comprehcnfion;  and  to  reduce  it  to  the  level 
**  of  bis  own  opinion."    In  this  very  language. 
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he  would  be  reproved  for  his  conduA  by  a  catlip- 
lic  difputant.  Why  then  doea  he  fee  a  mote  in  my 
eye,  and  not  the  beam  that  is  in  his  own  eye  ? 

But  in  reality,  Gentlcmenj  the  plain  language 
of  fcripturc  is  much  more  diredly  in  favour  of 
uniurianil'm  than  of  the  doflrine  of  the  trinity  j 
and  it  is  with  difficulty  made  to  accord  to  the 
latter.  The  g'cat  doflrinc  of  the  Rt\&  unity  ef 
God,  and  alfo  that  of  tiic  pure  humanity  of  Ckrijl^ 
is  the  common  language  of  the  IcHptures,  uhcrc 
no  figure  is  ufcd,  or  can  be  fufpedled. '  As  when  - 
the  apoftle  fays  (1  Tim.  ii.  5)  To  us  there  is  cue 
Cod,  and  one  media/or  between  God  and  man,  the  man 
Cbriji  Jejas.  iiy  wiiat  conftruftion  of  words  and 
phrales,  can  the  doftrinc  of  the  trinity  be  reconciled 
with  this  pafTage  ?  Mu(l  not  the  literal  meaning 
be  explained  away,  before  it  canbe  made  confid- 
ent with  that  myfterioui  doftrine  ? 

The  texts  which  the  unitarians  have  to  accom- 
modate to  theif  fyftcm  are  very  few  indeed,  com- 
pared with  thofe  which  the  trinitarians  muft  fubjedt 
to  their  mode  of  torture. 

5.  Of  Malerialifm  and  the  DoSIrine  of  Pbilojophical 
Necejftty. 

Dr.  Purkij  is  not  fingular  in  endeavouring  to 

throw  an  odium  upon  myfelf,  and  others,  as  mate- 

riailfis,  as  if  the  doftrine  of  an  immaterial  foul 

F  4  was 
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was  eflential  to  chriftianity.  I  ihall  not  argue 
this  matter  with  Dr,  Purkis,  having  already  ad- 
vanced all  that  I  thmk  neceflary  for  the  purpofe  in 
my  Difquijitions  concerning  Matter  and  Spirit^  in 
which  I  am  fatisfied  that  I  have  made  it  as  evident  as 
gny  thing  of  this  nature'  can  be»  that  the  popular 
doftrine  of  a  foul  has  no  foundation  in  reafon^  or 
the  fcriptures^  but  was  borrowed  from  the  heathen 
philofophy.  I  ihall  now  only  obferve  X£>  you^  that 
the  doArine  of  a  foul  is  of  no  confequence  in 
it/elf 9  or  to  a  cbrijiian,  bpt  as  an  argument  for  a 
future  life^ 

If,  therefore,  any  perfon  does  firmly  believe 
that  he  fliall  live  again,  and  receive  according  to 
his  works,  which  is  the  great  and  ultimate  doc- 
trine of  chriftianity,  of  whgt  confequence  is  it 
whether  he  believe  that  he  has  a  foul  or  not? 
It  is  enougfc  that  he  believes  that  his  power  of 
.  thinking  (which  is  the  ohfy  province  of  a  foul) 
will  be  reftored  to  him  at  the  refurredion,  and 
that  he  will  have  a  perfefi:  recolleftion  of  all  the 
tranfadtions  of  the  prefent  life.  And  this  1  be- 
lieve as  firmly  as  any  of  tiiofe  who  hold  the  doc? 
trine  of  a  fouL  In  what  relpefts  then,  is  my  faith 
pf  lefs  value  than  theirs  ? 

With  as  little  reafon  do  Dr.  Purkis  and  others 
fuppofe  that,  by  the  doftrjne  q{  fbilojopbical  ne^ 
cejfity,  which  I  hold,  and  which  I  confider  as  cvcq 
flcRionftrably  trpc,  *•  pvcry  j)rinci{)lc,"  ^s  he  fays. 
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p,  7,  "  of  right  and  wrong,  of  moral  goodnels 
"  and  moral  government,  lias  been  in  reality  re- 
"  moved  from  our  fig hr,  and,  ofcourfe,  ihe  ne- 
"  ceffity  of  all  law  and  religion  whatfoever." 

Now,  in  my  writings  on  this  fubjeft,  I  have 
proved  it,  and  (hall  not  take  thi-  trouble  to  provq 
any  more,  that  the  doctrine  of  neceflity  fiippliea 
the  only  theoretical  foundation  ff  moral  govern- 
ment, and  that  the  oppofite  doftrine  affords  no 
foundation  for  it  at  all.  But  independently  of 
this,  with  refpeft  co  the  real  confequcnces  of  any 
doftrine,  ihofe  who  hold  it,  and  not  thofc  who 
deny  it,  fhould  be  conlulted.  For  if  I  myfclf  do  . 
not  perceive  that  fuch  confequences  flow  from  my 
fyftcm,  I  cannot  ali  as  if  they  did.  And  furely, 
any  man  who  believes  that  his  aftions  are  truly 
voluntary,  depending  upon  motives,  and  that  he 
fiiall  receive  good  or  evil  hereafter  according  to 
his  works  here,  may  be  depended  upon  forgiving 
due  attention  to  his  conduft,  whatever  be  his  opi- 
nion with  refpeft  to  the  nature  of  the  minii,  and 
the  manner  in  which  motives  influence  it.  Can 
Dr.  Purkis  fliew  that  neceflikrians  are  at  all  lel3 
folicitous  about  their  moral  condud:  than  other- 
men  ?  This  is  the  proper  teft  of  the  moral 
influence  pf  any  fyftem. 

It  is  commonly  faid,  that  the  dodrine  of  necef- 
fity  tends  to  make  men  indifferent  to  aU  aHion,  all 
events  being  prc-detcrmined  by  Godj,  and  alj  furp 
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to  work  right,  and  end  well.  But  how  does  thii 
fuppofition  correfpond  to  faft  ?  Dr.  Home  fays, 
**  our  opponents,"  among  whom  he  undoubtedly 
includes  myfelf,  "  are  fhrewd,  aftive,  bufy,  and 
**  indefatigable.'*  How  far  this  charafter  applies 
to  myfelf,  I  will  not  fay.  But  I  will  venture  to 
affert  that,  change  the  term  Jhrewd  (which  is 
always  ufed  in  a  bad  fcnfe)  for  intelligent^  wfenJibUj 
and  the  reft  of  the  defcription  applies  to  many 
neceffarians,  and  that  fome  of  the  advocates  for 
philofophical  liberty  arc  the  moft  indolent  of 
mankind. 

I  am,  &C. 


LETTER       V. 

Of  Mr.  Joneses  Catholic  Doffrine  of  the  Trinity. 

Gentlemen, 

AS  the  worthy  Dean  of  Canterbury  ftrongly  re- 

commends  to  you  Mr.  Jones's  Catholic  DoBrine 

af  the  Trinity^  proved  by  above  a  hundred  Jhort  and 

tUar  arguments,  exprepd  in  the  terms  of  the  hofy 

JcripturCy  compared  after  a  manner  entirely  ttewi 

no  doubt  efteeming  it  to  be  a  m  after-piece  of 

reafoning,  I  am  tempted  to  give  you  a  fpecimen 

of  bis  mode  of  arguing  on  the  fubjeft.    To  pur- 

2  fuc 
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fee  him  throtigh  all  his  hundred  arguments  will 
hardly  be  required  of  mc  5  as  every  text  on  which 
any  things  that/^  ether  per/ons  has  had  the  appear* 
aikre  of  an  argument,  has  been  built,  is  fatisfadto- 
rily  explained  in  my  fmall  pamphlet,  entitled,  ji 
Familiar  Illuftration  of  particular  Texts  of  Scripture^ 
and  more  at  large  in  the  writings  of  Mr.  Lindfey." 

The  foundation  of  the  more  fpecious  of  Mr. 
Jones's  arguments  is  the  following  :  If  any  lan- 
guage be  applied  to  God,  and  the  fame  be  ever 
applied  to  Chrift;  or  if  the  fame  aft  fliould  be 
afcribed  to  them  both,  it  is  with  him  a  proof  that 
Chrift  muft  be  God;  without  confidcring  that  the 
fame  language,  and  the  fame  adbions,  may  be  af- 
cribed to  God,  and  alfo  to  man,  in  different  fenfes. 

Thus,  becaufe  we  read  in  If.  xliii.  11./,  even  /, 
amtheLord^  and  befides  me  there  is  «^  Saviour; 
and  Chrift  is  alfo  called  a  Saviour  (as  in  2  Pet. 
iii.  18,  our  Lord  and  Saviour  J  ejus  Chrift)  he  con- 
cludes that  Chrift  muft  be  God,  faying,  p.  j, 
"  unlefs  he  were  God,  even  the  Lord  Jehovah^ 
^'  as  well  as  man,  he  could  not  be  a  Saviour ^  be- 
"  caufe  the  Lord  has  declared  there  is  no  Saviour 
"  befide  himfelf.  It  is  therefore  rightly  obferved 
*^  by  the  apoftle,  Phil.  ii.  9.  that  God,  in  digni- 
^*  fying  the  man  Chiift  with  the  name  of  Jefus^ 
'*  has  given  him  a  name  above  every  name,  even 
**  that  of  tf  Saviour,  which  is  his  own  name,  and 
^*  fuch  as  can  belong  to  no  other." 

But^ 
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But  by  the  very  fame  argument,  Mofes,  and 
many  other  perfons,  might  be^  proved  to  be  God, 
becaufe  they  are  called  Javiours^  having  been 
made  fbe  meam  of  delivering  the  people  of  IfracI^ 
.or  others,  from  fome  of  the  difficulties  in  which 
they  were  involved,  as  in  Neh.  isu  27.  TbMgav§/l 
tbem  faviours  who  faved  tbem^  ^c.  In  the  fanie 
fenfe  Chrill  is  alfo  properly  called  a  Ssviour,  as 
having  been  the  inftrument  in  the  hand  of  God  of 
faving  mankind  from  fin»  and  from  death,  theqon* 
fequence  of  (in;  and  that  Chrift  was  no  more  than 
the  inftrument  in  the  hands  of  God  for  this  end, 
is  as  evident,  and  as  clearly  exprefTed  \j%  the  fcrip* 
tures,  as  that  Mofes  was  his  inftrument  in  deli- 
vering the  people  of  Ifracl  from  Egypt.  They 
are  both  faid  to  hcjent^  or  commiffioned,  by  Go4, 
for  the  purpofe. 

On  the  fame  principle  Mr.  Jones  argues,  p.  18, 
that  becaufe  we  read,  John  iii.  16.  Gad  Jo  kwd 
the  worldy  that  be  gave  bis  only  begotten  Jon,  and 
Eph.  V.  2^.  Cbrift  alfo  loved  tbe  cburcb^  and  gavi 
bimjelf  for  it ,  ihzt  Cbrijt  and  God  muft  be  the  fame. 
He  well  obfervcs,  in  his  advcrtifement,  that  **  his 
**  arguments  are,  to  the  bcft  of  his  knowledge, 
.  *^  moft  of  them,  new.*'  Indeed,  I  Ihould  hav» 
thought  it  very  extraordinary,  if  the  compariA>n 
of  thcfe  two  texts  had  fuggefted  the  fanie  argu-* 
ruent  to  any  other  individual  perfon  befides  hinsv- 
felf ;  though  when  fuggefted  by  him,  it  may  have 
approved  itfclf  to  the  better  fciift  of  the  Dean  of 
Canterbury, 

In 
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lEn  reply  to  it^  it  can  hardly  be.  neceOary  to  iii-- 
fbmiTou,  Gendemekij  that  God  nfilght  l6ve  tlie 
worlds  and  ha;idng  the  power  to  difpofe  of  Cbrift 
as  of  all  his  odftir  creatuf»^  asf  He  plejafed^  liiight 
fiit/Thlm^  gMhitn,  6t  n/ppcifit  faim;  for  the  pur- 
pafii^drriilg  the%orId'firom  ignoriance  infivicis  ' 
sif  Ae  j&me  time^at  Chrift^  engslging  in  this.bNC- ' 
nfcv«ilc»t  uhdert&ing  "p^ith  die  fame  readtheftt  and" 
di0ar(idMfi  ^di  S^hith  all  perfoils'otk^t  to  obey 
tint  €Oiimiand»  dF'God ;:  ^d  lieing  a  man  hitni. ' 
fdfj  and^  as  fnielii'hat^ing  i^e  moff  finoere  good- ' 
will  and  compaffion  towards  his  fellow    men,  - 
nught  aUb /itrrdiem,  and  be  laid' to  ^he  binffilf 
fortfaMni    As'^I^aul  like^fe^  and  otKcr  apoft)e$» ; 
lofed  :the  chtirch,  and  gav^  their  live^  for  it; 
ivhiofaf  it  is  evident  they  did;  whether  that  parti:. 
cular  language  be  ever  ufed  with  refpeft  to  them 
m  the  fcriptures  or  not,  Mr.  Jones  might  prore 
fifomrtfiitdrcumftafice,  ^Mc tbey  ait  alfo  each  of 
tbon  God,  tquid  to  the  Fatlier. 

Mr.' Jones  even  argues  that  Chiift  is  6f  a  di- 
vine natutCy '  beoaufe^  in  2  Pet.  i.  4.  chriftiaris  are 
faid  to  \»fmnMars  of  the  divine  Haiure^  and  in^ 
Heb.^  iii.«  14.  th^  are  fsSd  to  be  partaktrs  cf 
Chri/f.^  Thert!fbrej  fays  hcj  p;  29^  "  Chrift  is  in, 
'Sir^jtf^tiNi  divine  nature,  the  fame  Almighty 
•^Oftd^'^tol^I^ord-who  dctlaird  to  -Abraham,  T 
*^am^thy«'fllldd,'itaKi'exceeding  great  reward*;  6} 
'"^^^t^  thdiybetng  ^^mpaitd together,  are  dedfiire 
«^  Ibr  ditf  Catlfolie  HoawoA^on  doftrinc^  at  ^Arhteh 
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•  **  the  Arians,  from  the  Council  of  Nice  to  thb 
very  day,  have  been  fo  gricvoufly  offended/' 


€< 


Mr.  Jones  wasnot^  perhajps,  aware  that^*  by  this 
mode  of  reafoning,  he  was  fupplyjng  the  Roman 
catholics  with  a  new  argument  .^j^heirdo^ifie 
of  tranfubftantiation.  But  if  evrry  thing  of 
which  chriftians  are  faid  to  he:  par  fakirs  be  the. 
fame,  the  facramental  bread  muft  be  concluded 
to  be  Chrift  himfclf.  For  it  is  faid,  i  Cor<  x.  17^ 
Wi  are  all  partakers  of  that  one  bread. 

On  thefe  principles  alfo,  the  diftindioQ  in  the . 
three  perfons  of  the  trinity  will  be  confounded* 
For  as  in  Heb.  ii.  14.  chriftians  are  faid  to  be 
partakers  of  Chriji ;  fo  in  chap.  vi.  4.  tbcy  ate  faid ; 
to  be  partakers  of  the  Holy  Ghofi. 


:     t      r 


I  am  mil  more  furprized  that  Mr.  Jones  (hould  i 
'  not  have  perceived  t}iat,  according  to  his  mode: 
of  interpretation,  this  text  in  Peter  would  autho- 
rize him  to  conclude,  that  all  chriftians  have  "a 
proper  divine  nature,,  or  are  confubftantial.  with  • 
the  Father.     For  in  defence  of  this  term,  which 
he  acknowledges  to  be  unfcriptural,  h^.fay^,  p..30t  • 
addrcffmg   the  Ariaixs,   "  And   now  the    fcrip*. . 
'^  ture  is  before  us,  let  meaflc  them  a  plain: j|u<^* 
*^  tion  or  two.     Is  not  the  word  ejfencey  o^^/i|^^ 
^^  fiance^  of  the  fame  fignification  with  the  woni* 
*'  nature  ?     And  have  not  the  Fathers  of  the* 
^<  church  thus  expounded  itj  and  is  not  this  phrafe 
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«« oj  the  fame  nature  as  conclufivc  of  the  divinity 
« of  Chrift»  as.  that  other  of  the  Jame  Jubftancef 
*  Why  then  Ihould  that  exprcflion  of  the  N  icene 
^  creed  be  thoujghc  fo  offenfive^  when  there  is 
^  another  in  the  fcripture  i^o  near  of  kin  to  it» 
^  that  the  Arians  miiil  be  fenfible  that  they  could 
^  gain  nothing  by  the  exchange  ?  For  the  di- 
^  vine  nature^  we  all  agree,  can  be  but  one^  three 
^  divine  natures,  of  courfe,  making  three  differ- 
'*  ent  Gods.  But  the  fcripture,  compared  as 
'*  abovej  has  afferted  Chrift  to  be  of  this  divine 

I    "nature." 

■ 

We  fee  here,  how  much  it  is  in  the  power  of 
k  prejudice  to  make  men  blind  to  the  mod  ob- 
vious conliderations.  For  it  is  remarkable  that 
the  panicipation  of  a  divine  nature  is  no  where 
ib  eiqpreisly  predicated  of  Chrift,  as  it  is  by  Peter, 
in  this  paflage,  of  all  cbriftians :  whereas,  from 
the  above  quotation  from  Mr..  Jones,  the  reader 
would  have  imagined  that  it  was  not  to  cbri/-* . 
tioMs,  but  to  Cbrift  only,  that  this  participation 
was  attributed. 

I  ihall  conclude  my  animadverfions  on  Mr. 
Jones's  medium  of  proof,  that  God  and  Chrift  are 
the  feme  being,  by  obferving,  that  on  the  very 
fiune  principle  God  and  Satan  may  be  proved  to 
be  the  fame  Being;  fmce  the  fame  aftion  is  af- 
cribed  to  them  both.  For,  in  2  Sam.  i.  24.  we 
tud^  4nd  a^mn  the  anger  of  the  Lord  vtas  kindled 

'  againfi 
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againfi  IfraeU  and  be  moved  David  againft  tbem^  M 
Jay^  go  number  Jfrael  and  Judab  5  whereas,  in  thq 
parallel  hiftory,  1  Chron.  xxi.  i.  We  read.  And, 
Satan  flood  up  againft  Ifrael,  and. provoked  David  t& 
number  IfraeU 

.  As  to  all  the  texts  of  fcripturtf  in  which  Chrift 
is  fpoken  of  as  a  mdny  and  cohf^quently  inferfor 
to  the  Fath<fr,  which  are  without  number,  Mr# 
Jones  makes  himfelf  very  cafy  about  them^  ,l>y 
faying,  p.  23,  that  "in  the  peVfon  of  Chrift  dicre  • 
*'  is  a  human  foul  and  body,  the  nature  of  a  itlah, 
**  which,  as  it  cannot  lay  claim  to  what  is  fpoken 
"of  Chrift  in  unity  with  the  Father,  fo  muft  it 
*^  receive  to  its  own  account  whatever  fe^rmtd' 
"degrade  and  disjoin  him  from  the  Father  j  lb' 
*^  that  the  true  catholic  faith,  which  allows'  hiiri" 
"  to  be  pcrfci^t  God  and  perfeft  man,  is  never  df- 
"  fended,  or  put  to  its  (hifts,  by  any  thing  the 
"  fcripture  may  have  faid  about  him  in  dthdr 
"  capacity."  Had  it  therefore  been  affcrtcd*  in 
the  moft  exprefs  terms,  and  had  it  been  repeated 
ever  fo  often,  that  Chrift  was  »^/  God^  it  wOiJld' 
not  have  ftaggered  Mr.  Jones,  or  have  put  him 
to  any  (hift  at  all;  as  he  would  inftahtly  hatrc 
replied,  that  the  meaning  was,  not  that  the  nioholi' 
perfon  ofCbrift^  but  only  tbe  man,  the  inferiorpaift' 
of  him,  was  not  God. 

Surely  every  perfon  muft  be  fenfible,  that  this 
is  putting  it  abfolutely  out  of  our  pOWcr  to  tti^cf 

any 
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:  ttjr  inference  Whatever  from  the  language  of 
.laipture»  and  fuppofing  that  the  facred  writers 
Ikdrecourfe  to  the  mod  unworth]^  equivocations. 
Fbr,  by  the  fame  rule,  if  any  thing  confifts  of  two 
JtartSj  whatever  is  ^flerted  as  of  ^be  V)b0l€  may  be 
imdcrftood  of  which  ever  part  any  perfon  pleafes. 
Coofeqvently^  it  might  be  truly  faid  of  Chrift, 
in  contradiftion  to  evdry  thing  that  is  moft  ex- 
prefsly  related  of  him  in  the  gofpel  hiftory^  that 
he  was  never  born^  that  he  never  died,  or  never 
toSt  from  th6  dead;  fecretly  meaning,  that  none 
of  thele  particulars  could  with  truth  be  affirmed 
ti  bis  divine  nature. 

When  Chrift,  in  order  to  comfort  hi^  difciplesj 
under  the  idea  of  his  departure  from  them,  faid 
diat  his  Father  (to  whom  he  was  going,  and  who 
as  God  omniprefent,  would  be  always  with  them) 
was  greater  than  be^  he  certainly  muft  have  in- 
tended that  he  was  greater,  not  than  a  pare  of 
himfdf  only,  but  than  his  whole  felf.  His  mean- 
ing was,  no  doubt,  the  fame  with  that  of  other 
pious  perfons,  who,  on  being  feparated  from  their 
fnends  by  death,  commonly  fay,  that  they  leave 
them  to  the  care  of  one  who  can  do  more  for 
them  than  they  could. 

We  have  an  example  of  the  manner  in  which 
Mr.  Jones  applies  the  principle  I  have  mentioned, 
in  his  interpretation  of  i  Cor.  xi.  3.  the  bead  of 
Cbriji  is  Gpd.   «  The  name  Cbrift^'  he  fays,  p.  23, 

G  *'  does 
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"  does  here  (land,  as  in  other  places  out  of  num^  ] 


"  ber,  for  the  man  Chrift.     Otherwife  it  mufb.^ 
"  follow,  that  as  Chrift  is  God,  God  is  the  head{^  i 
"  of  himfclf,  which  is  a  contradiftion  j  -  or  thai^ 
^'  one  God  is  the  head  of  another  Godt  which  i% 
"  alfo  a  contradiftion."    Bot  can  you.  Gentle-^  ; 
men,  think  that  by.  Cbriji^  in  this  paflTagCy  tb4 
apoftle  did  not  mean  the  whole  of  Chrift,  what:*  . 
ever  his  nature  confided  of,  and  that  God  is  not 
here  faid  to  be  the  head  of,  or  fuperior  to,  every. 
part  of  that  nature  ?    Mr.  Jones  might  juft  a^ 
well  have  affirmed  that  when,  in  the  former  part 
of  the  fame  verfe,  it  is  faid,  the  bead  of  every  man 
is  Chrift^  that  by  iptf»,  is  to  be  underftood,  not  the 
whole  of -man,  but  only  fome  part  of  him. 

As  Mr.  Jones  is  obliged  to  have  recourfc  to 
fuch  a  miferable  abufe  of  language  wiih  refpe£): 
to  the  word  Cbrift^  he  makes  no  lefs  free  with  the 
term  Father.    For,  in  his  interpretation  of  i  Cor» 
viii.  6,  To  Us  there  is  but  one  God^  the  Father  (a 
text  fo  dccifively  in  favour  of  the  proper  unity  of 
God,  in  the  perfon  of  the  Father  only,  that  there 
was  no  other  method  of  evading  the  force  of  it) 
he  fays,  p,  ai,  "  One  God  the  Father  is  here  the 
**  name  of  a  nature^  under  which  Chrift  himfelf, 
"  as  God,  is.alfo  comprehended.    And  the  fame 
"  may  be  proved  of  it  in  feveral  other  places." 
Mr.  Jones  certainly  was  not  aware  of  it,  but  this 
kind  of  reafoning  is  even  fubverfive  of'  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity  itfelf.    For  if  the  term  Father 
6  compre- 
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comprehend  all  the  perfons  of  the  trinity,  it  mufl: 
fe  fynonymous  to  the  term  God^  and  no  proof 
v31  remain  of  the  exiftence  of  fuch  a  perfon  as 
ibat  of  the  A/^i  fo  that  the  trinity  will  be  re- 
duced to  iwo  fnjhns^  viz.  the  Son,  and  the  Holy 
^ric  And  if  his  reafoning  from  the  phrafe 
f^iakimg  of  the  divine  nature^  be  admitted,  thefe 
two  will  be  farther  reduced  to  one,  viz.  the  Son, 
who  will  then,  indeed,  be  tie  one  God  over  alL 

On  this  principle  alfb  we  muft  fuppofe,  that 
when  Chrift  prayed  to  the  Father,  as  the  one  true 
God^  John  xvii.  3.  he  did  not  addrefs  himfclf  to 
the  perlbn  of  the  Father,  as  any  common  reader 
would  imagine,  but  to  the  divine  nature  in  gene- 
ral ;  and  therefore  that  his  prayer  was  as  much 
dircded  to  himfclf,  as  to  the  Father.     Befides,  if 
Mr.  Jones  be  fufficiently  authorized  to  confider 
the  term  bather  as  expreflive  of  the  divine  nature 
in  general,  why  may  we  not  be  at  lit)erty  to  ufe 
die  term  Son^  and  HolyGhoJl,  in  the  fame  latitude. 
And  if  each  of  them  denote  the  whole  of  the  di- 
vine nature,  the  unity  of  God  will  be  complerely 
cftabliihed;  as  we  fhall  then  have  three  different 
names  for  the  fame  thing,  which  will  be  what  is 
commonly  called  Sabellianijm ;  according  to  which 
die  Father,  who  fent  the  Son,  was  himfclf  the  Son 
diat  was  fent,  who  was  born,  and  who  died. 

It  is  furely  fufficient  to  point  out  thefe  fpeci- 

mens  of  Mr.  Jones's  book,  v/hich  contains  no- 

G  2  thing 
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thing  better,  to  (hew  you  what  you  have  to  cx- 
pc£k  from  the  whole.  But  I  fincerely  join  with 
the  Dean  of  Canterbury  in  recommending  the 
whole  of  it  to  your  careful  perufal,  thinking  fuch 
a  defence  of  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  to  be  the 
beft  refutation  of  it;  ftrongly  exemplifying,  as 
it  does,  the  wretched  fliifts  men  arc  reduced  to, 
when  their  tenets  are  repugnant  to  common  fenfej 
and  contradided  by  the  plain  and  uniform  lan<» 
guage  of  fcripture.  Mr.  Jones  feems  to  pride 
himfelf  in  having  muftered  up  '^  a  hundred  argu^ 
"  ments^  moft  of  them  new  j  but  he  might  eafily 
have  made  them  a  thoufand*  and  from  the  manner 
in  which  they  might  be  laid  down,  as  likely  to 
be  convincing.  Mr.  Jones,  however,  fhould  con- 
fider,  that  the  ftrcngth  of  an  army  depends  not  on 
the  number  of  fick  and  wounded,  but  only  on 
that  of  the  effe£live  men  in  it. 

• 

Since  I  wrote  the  preceding  Letters  to  the  Dean 
of  Canterbury,  I  have  fcen  the  fmall  pamphlet  fa 
ftrongly  recommended  by  him.  It  is  entitled^ 
A  Prefervative  againjl  the  Publications  difperjed  iy 

modern  Socinians^  in  which  the  Impiety  and  Ab/urdiiy 
ef  their  Principles  are  clearly  Jhewn.  This  Preferva* 
tive^  &c.  contains  little  more  than  vehement  ex« 
clamation  againft  wolves  in  Jbeep^s  cloathingj  fcf^. 
reprefenting  the  Socinians  in  the  worft  light,  as 
enemies  to  the  gofpel,  to  God,  and  to  their  coun- 
try; whofe  doftrines  cannot  fail  to  bring  the 
judgments  of  God  upon  us  all. 

As 
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As  a  fpecimcn  of  the  fentiments,  and  manner,  of 
this  piece,  I  (hall  only  fele£t  the  following  para- 
graph, from  p.  16  ;  "I  do  noc  know  how  the  wit 
"  of  man,  when  it  has  got  this  new  religion,  can 
"  put  it  into  a  creed.  You  cannot  begin  in  the 
*'  common  form,  I  believe,  &c.  You  muft  fay» 
"  I  do  not  believe — that  any  thing  more  tlian  the 
"  religion  of  human  reafon  is  neccffary  to  pro- 
*'  fcflbrs  of  chriftianity.  I  have  no  need  of  faith. 
"  I  want  not  the  grace  of  God.  I  need  not  be 
**  called,  nor  clcfted,  by  the  divine  favour,  &c." 

•'  I  remember,  when  I  was  a  country  fchool- 
"  boy,  I  ufed  to  hear  my  companions  talk  of 
"  raifing  the  devil  by  faying  the  creed  backwards. 
(*  Such  4  confeflion  as  this  we  have  now  before 
**  us  feems  better  calculated  to  anfwer  that  pur- 
"  pofc,  and  is  certainly  Btter  for  a  necromancer, 
"  than  a  profeflbr  of  chriftianity.  Yet  this  is  the 
**  favourite  objedt,  for  the  interefts  of  which  a 
**  clamorous  party  aflembled,  contributed,  peti- 
*'  tioned,  and  blotted  tons  of  paper.  For  this  an 
"  unhappy  genileman"  (meaning  the  excellent 
Mr.  Lindfey)  *'  left  his  miniftry  in  the  church  of 
**  England,  to  preach  up  the  God  of  Mahome- 
*<  tans  io  a  chamber,  and  calls  this  confejfing  Cbrifi 
*'  before  mm.  For  this  their  pamphlets  are  dif- 
"  perfed  by  thoufands,'  to  turn  the  afieftions  of 
**  the  ignorant  from  the  ineftimable  truths  of  the 
(<  golpel,  and  inflame  their  fancies  with  a  fet  of 
0  3  "  opinionsi 


.? 
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*'  opinions,  which  can  only  lead  them  to  perdi- 
"  tion,"  &c.  &c.  &c. 

Surely,  Gentlemen,  I  do  not  need  to  copy  any 
more  of  fuch  a  pamphlet  as  this,  and  much  lefsto 
reply  to  it.  What  muft  that  caufe  be  which  re- 
quires fuch  wretched  mifreprefentation  of  the 
principles  and  conduft  offerious  men,  and  fuch 
indecent  and  profane  drollery  to  fupport  it,  I 
Ihould  not  have  thought  it  worth  while  to  notice 
fuch  publications  as  either  of  thcfe  of  Mr,  Jones 
(for  this  pamphlet  is  alfo  afcribcd  to  him)  had 
they  not  been  fo  earneftly  recommended  by  fo 
truly  refpeftable  a  writer  as  the  Dean  of  Canter* 
bury.  I  am  alfo  informed  that  Mr.  Joneses  Ca^ 
tbolic  DoSrine  was  recommended,  as  a  ivork  of 
confcquence,  to  the  Univerfity  of  Oxford  by  their 
Profeffor  of  Divinity,  Dr.  Bentham,  who  prcr 
ceded  Dr.  Randolph.  I  ferioufly  hope  that  Dr. 
Home  himfelf  will  produce  fomething  much 
fuperior  to  the  publications  he  fo  lavifhly  com* 
mends.  If  not,  this  controverfy  is  already  at  an 
end. 

I  am.  Gentlemen^ 
*     ^  Your  very  humble  fervant^ 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 
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Moltom  dii&miles ;  at  caetera  pcne  gemelli* 
Fnuerttis  animis. 
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LETTER      I. 


INTRODUCTORY. 


Dear.  Friend, 

WITHOUT  apy  view  to  engaging  you  in 
^  controvcrfyi  which  you  have  expreflbi 
a  fixed  refoludon  to  decline^  but  merely  from, 
the  fatisfadion  I  feel  in  addrefling  myfelf  to  4 
perfon  for  whom  I  entertain  the  higheft  degree  of 
eftpem^  and  even  yenerationj  and  whof^p  candoqr 
p^ceeds  that  of  ^molt  eveiy  other-ma^,  I  chufi; 
to  throw ^  a  few  remarks  upon  your^latc  Sir^ 
ffu>ns  jnto  ^he  form  6i  Letters  to  yourjelf. ,  A  great 
part  of  the  fadsfaftion  I  enjoy  ^  Ui  ^  tfii^  Ijfe^ 
fnd  clpeci^lly  that  Yalyablp  portiottf>f  it,  which 
j^tfc%  froni  ipy  aripUf  .(iif  I*  hay«r,^)  in  the 
■   ' "  '  '         '  purfuit 
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purfuit  of  truth,  I  owe  to  my  intercourfe  with 
you ;  an  intercourfe,  and  friendlhip,  which  has  now 
been  of  long  ftanding,  and  which,  if  it  be  not  my 
own  fault,  will  never,  I  am  perfuaded,  have  any 
confidcrable  interruption;  but,  after  being  the 
fource  of  much  happincfs  to  me  here,  will  con- 
tinue to  be  fo  for  ever. 

Your  diffidence  with  relpcfl:  to  conclufions, 
which  you  have  formed  with  the  greateft  care, 
and  after  the  mod  deliberate  enquiry,  I  even 
think  exceffive;  and  it  is  the  only  thing  with  re- 
fpeft  to  which,  I  cannot  fay  that  I  wiflito  refemblc 
you.     For  ,1  would  not  lofe  the  fatisfaftion  that 
arifes  from  a  perfuafion  of  having  found  any  va- 
luable truth,  nor  willingly  continue  longer  than  is 
ncceflary,  in  a  ftate  of  doubty  than  which  nothing 
is  more  painful  and  diftreffing.    Whether  I  have 
been  too  precipitate  in  forming  my  own  judgment, 
cfpecially  with  refpeft  to  the  important  queftion 
that  will  be  the  fubjeft  of  thefe  Letters,  is  not  ror 
myfclf  to  determine.    The  time  is  faft  approach- 
ing, with  refpcft  to  both  of  us,  when  all  uncer- 
tainty about  it  will  be  at  an  end ;   and  when  the 
fource  ii[  our  error,  on  which  ever  fide  it  lies,  will 
be  laid  open  to  us ;  and  fo  as  perhaps  may  be  of 
fbme  ufc  to  us  in  our  farther  progrefs  in  the  pur- 
fuit of  truth.  In  the  mean  time,  the  candpur  you 
expfefs  0n  the  fubjeft,  cannot  but  give  n)c  the 
greateft  jfati$fa&ion.    Speakipg  of  the  Socinian 
ichieme,  yoa  fay,  p.  72,  '^  It  maintains  all  that  we 

"  need 
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**  need  be  anxious  about  in  chriftianity,  and  con- 
^'  fequently  the  prejudices  againft  ic  have  no  juft 
^'  foundation/' 

With  that  candour  and  diffidence  which  diftin- 
guilh  aU  your  writings,  and  to  which  all  your 
friends  are  witneffes  in  your  daily  converfation, 
you  fay,  with  refpeft  to  the  doftrine  concerning 
the  pcrfon  of  Chrift,  p.  I58,  '^  I  can  in  this  in- 
•'  ftance,  as  in  moft  others,  with  much  more 
**  confidence  fay  what  is  tioty  than  what  is  the 
"  truth.  The  Athanafian  and  Calviniftic  fchcmes 
"  of  chriftianity,  I  rejedt  with  ftrong  convidion. 
"  The  Socinian  fcheme  alfo,  on  the  two  points 
"  which  chiefly  diftinguifti  it,  I  find  myfclf  incap- 
•*  able  of  receiving/*  Now  fince  you  cannot  fay 
that  there  are  more  than  three  opinions  on  the 
fubjed,  and  two  of  them  are  abfolutcly  inadmif- 
fible  by  you,  I  fliould  think  that  no.hing  could 
prevent  you  embracing  the  third  with  the  greateft 
confidence  and  fatisfadlion.  Such,  at  lead,  would 
be  my  own  feelings  in  your  circumftances,  and 
fuch  they  arc  with  refpeft  to  the  conclufions  which 
I  draw  from  fimilar  premifes. 

Your  indiflrerencc  about  making  profelytes  is 
perfedly  agreeable  to  your  ufual  candour;  but  this 
alfo  I  think  exceffive.  "  I  feel,  you  fay,  p.  158, 
^'  no  difpofition  to  be  very  anxious  about  bringing 
*«  you  over  to  my  opinion.  The  rage  for  profe- 
**  lytifm  is  one  of  the  curfcs  of  the  world.   I  wifli 

''  to 
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*^  to  make  no  profelytes  except  to  candour,  ;^d 


<€ 


charity,  and  hopcft  enquiry," 


If  it  be  in  the  power  of  cither  precept  or  example 
tp  make  fuch  profelytes  as  tbefe,  you.  Sir,  can- 
not fail  to  have  many )  but  in  thi^  cafe^  I  myft 
think  that  you  exceed  the  jud  bounds  of  modera- 
tion. Our  zeal  to  mal^e  profelytes  ought,  cer- 
tainly, to  be  in  proportion  to  oijr  ideas  pf  the  im- 
portance of  the  truth  for  which  we  are  advo- 
cates ;  and  it  is  evident  that,  nptwichftanding  your 
amiable  candour  with  refped:  to  us  SQcimans^  or 
as  we  rather  choofe  tp  c^Jl  ourfelve^  unitarians^ 
you  think  (but  how  confiftently  with  what  I 
have  quoted  above  you  ought  to  have  confidered) 
pur  tenets  to  be  of  dangerous  confequence  if 
chriftianity  itfelf  be  of  aiiy  value.  For  you  fay, 
p.  146,  "  It  appears  to  me  that  the  doftrinc  of 
^*  Chrift's  fimple  humanity,  when  viewed  in  con- 
nexion with  the  fcripture  account  of  his  exalta- 
tion, implies  an  inconfiftency,  and  improba- 
bility, which  falls  little  fhort  of  an  impoflibility  1 
and  confequently  that  this  dpftrine  not  only 
•*  renders  the  fcriptures  unintelligible,  but  chriftia- 
**  nity  itfelf  incredible.** 

If  therefore,  chriftianity,  and  the  belief  of  it,  be 
of  any  importance,  as  no  doubt  you  think  ^em  to 
be,  you  ought  to  wifh,  and  endeavour,  tp  make 
profelytes  to  that  view  of  it,  according  to  which 
alone  you  think  it  to  be  credible.  I  write  fo  much 
3  as 
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as  I  do  in  defence  of  the  opinion  which  you 
fo  ftrongly  reprobatCj  becaufe  I  fee  it  in  a  very 
difierent  light ;  not  indeed  as  the  only  view  in 
wUch  chriftianity  is  credible  (for  I.  was  a  firm  be« 
fiever  in  it  when  I  was  an  Arian,  and  even  when 
I  was  an  Athanafian)  but  as  that  according  to 
which  it  is  by  far  the  moft  credible.  I  now  think 
the  Athanafian  do&rine  to  imply  a  dired:  contra** 
didion^  and  the  Arian  hy{X)thefis  to  be  fo  impro- 
bable, as  that  it  muft  grcady  impede  the  recep- 
tion of  chriftianity^  efpecially  with  philofophical* 
unbelievers.  I  profefs  to  write  with  no  other  view 
than  to  make  profelytes ;  nor  indeed  do  I  fee  that 
there  can  be  any  other  rational  objedb  in  writing  at 
all. 

With  the  greateft  refpeft  and  aflfcdion, 

I  am,  dear  Friend, 
Yours  finccrcly, 

;•  PRIESTLEY. 


BIRMINGHAM, 
March  i>  1787, 
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LETTER        II. 

Of  the  Nature^  and  antecedent  Probahtliiyy  &f  the 
Arian  HypotbeJiSy   with  the  Caufes  of  Attaebmeni 

to  it. 

Dear  Friend, 

BEFORE  I  confider  any  of  the  arguments  that 
you  have  produced  in  fupport  of  your  hypo- 
thefis,  1  muft  take  the  liberty  to  confider  what  //  i>, 
and  make  fomc  obfervations  refpefting  its  ante^ 
cedent  probability.  For  to  this  muft  correfpond 
the  number  and  weight  of  the  arguments  that  are 
neceflkry  to  fupport  it.  The  Arianifm  that  you 
maintain  is  not  that  of  Dr.  Clarke,  but  of  a  much 
lower  kind.  For  you  give  it  as  your  opinion,  p.  95, 
that  "  by  Chrift  God  made  this  worl^  only,   with* 

^*  its  connexions  and  deoendencies.     Thofe  learned 

i. 

**  men,  therefore,"  you  fay,  p.  96,  "  feem  to  me  to 
**  have  gone  too  far,  who  fpeak  of  him  as  a  being 
"  who  exifted  before  all  worlds,  and  as  at  the  head 
«*  of  all  worlds.  This  feems  almoft  as  little  war- 
**  ranted  by  reafon  and  fcripturc  as  the  doftrine 
"  which  makes  him  the  one  fupreme ;  and  it  makes 
**  the  dodlrine  of  his  having  humb'ed  himfelf  to 
**  a  deaxh,  even  the  death  ot  the  crols,  to  favc  this 
"  world,  almoft  equally  incredible/* 

But 
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But  whether  we  attend  to  the  words  of  Jcripturey 
which  lead  you  to  conclude  that  Chrift  made /to. 
world,  or  whether  we  attend  to  the  nectfiary  con^ 
nexionj  and  dependencies  of  this  world,   which  you 
juQIy  fuppofe  to  have  had  the  fame  maker  with  ity 
it  appears  to  me  that  we  cannot  help  concluding, 
that  if  Chriil  made  this  world,  he  muft  alfo  have 
made  the  fun,  moon,  and  ftars,  and  confequently  all 
worlds.     For  the  apoftle  fays  (Col.  i.  i6)  iy  Urn 
were  all  ibings  creased,   vifible  and  invifible  and 
certainly  there  are  not  more  confptcuous  objefts  in 
nature  than  the  fun,  moon,  and  ftars.    If,  therefore, 
the  apoftle  included  in  his  idea  of  things  vifible, 
the  earth  on  which  we  live,  he  could  not  have  ex- 
cluded  thofe  heavenly  bodies,  which  are  equally 
'cifibU*     Befides,   what  can  be  more  exprefs  and 
definite  in  this  refpeft,  than  that  which  John  fays 
of  the  logos,  which  you  fuppofe  to  be  the  fame 

with  Chrift,  John  i.  3.  All  things  were  made  by  him, 

and  without  him  was  not  any  thing  made  that  was 

made. 

You  fay,  p.  143,  **  'Ji^\%  earth,  with  its  inha- 
*^  bitants  and  connexions,  includes  all  of  nature 
"  that  we  have  any  ,  concern  with.  —  This  obfer- 
"  vation  is  applicable  to  the  account  of  the  crea- 
"  tion  in  the  firft  chapter  of  Genefis ;  that  account 
**  moft  probably,  being  an  account  only  of  the 
"  creation  of  this  earth,  with  its  immediate  de- 
*'  pendencies."  But  in  that  account,  the  moft  ex- 
prefs mention  is  made  of  the  creation  of  the  fun, 

moon, 
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moon,  and  ftars.  Indeed,  if  we  confider  the  eoft^ 
nexions  and  dependencies  of  the  earth,  which  yoil 
fup[k)ie  to  have  been  made  by  Chrift,  we  muft 
admit  that  the  moony  at  leaft,  was  alio  made  by  him; 
on  account  of  its  intimate  connexion  with,  and  de-^ 
pendence  upon  the  earth ;  and  if  the  moon,  furely 
the  fun  alfo,  on  which  they  both  depend  for  light 
and  heat ;  and  if  the  fun,  the  whole  of  the  planetary 
fyftem,  including  the  newly  difcovered  Gecrgiun$ 
Sidus,  and  all  the  cometSy  which  belong  to  the 
fun.  And  if  the  fun,  with  all  that  is  conneAed  with 
it,  and  depends  upon  it,  was  created  by  Chrift,  why 
&Quld  we  not  fuppofe  that  be  made  all  that  clufter, 
ox  Jyftem  of  ftarsy  of  which  our  fun  is  one;  and 
if  thofe  ftars^  all  the  habitable  worlds  belonging  to 
them. 

In  this  manner  I  do  not  fee  ho^  ^*ft  Can  Cbn- 
fiftently  flop,  till  we  include  the  whole  univerfe, 
be  the  extent  of  it  ever  fo  great,  or  even  infinite. 
So  great  is  the  uniformity  in  the  fyftem  of  nature, 
that  we  muft  pronounce  it  to  be  one  work^  and  of 
courfe  concluda  that  the  author  of  it  is  one.  This 
indeed,  is  the  proper  argument  for  the  unity  of  God 
on  the  light  of  nature,  and  this  argument  refpedls 
the  immediate  maker  of  the  world,  whoever  that 
be. 


Though  you  think  that  all  the  ancient  Arrans, 
and  Dn  Clarke  and  others  among  the  moderns, 
made  too  much  of  the  rank  that  Chrift  holds  in 

the 
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the  creation,  when  thejr  luppofed  htm  to  have 
mfted  hefori  aii  voorldst  and  to  be  at  the  bead  efall 
varlds  i  yoQ  do  not  feem  to  agree  with  thofe  of  the 
'  modern  Arians,  who  maintain  that,  on  his  incarna- 
oon,  he  was  divefted  of  alt  that  power  by  which 
he  made  and  governed  the  world.  For  you  make 
Ui  wifddiBy  ahd  YaimiraiUst  to  be  proofs  of  hia  fu- 
perior  nature,  which  was  alfo  one  of  the  arguments 
of  the  primitive  Fathers. 

1  cannot  fay  but  I  wifh  you  had  been  a  little 
more  explicit  in  giving  us  your  fe^iiments  on  this 
liibjeA.  For  whether  he  was  thus  divefted,  or  hot, 
iiaqueftion  thit  mud  be  decided  one  way  of  the 
other !  and  to  me  it  appears  that  you  have  only  the 
choice  of  Seylla  or  Chatyhdis.  if  you  fay,  as  the 
Arians  in  general  now  do,  that  Ahile  ChriH;  waa 
on  earth,  hs  was  divefted  of  all  his  former  power, 
ii  will  follow  that,  in  the  interval  between  his  in- 
carnation and  rcfurrcdion,  the  whole  fyftcm  of  the 
government  of  tiie  worid  was  changed  i  and  be- 
fidts,  it  will  not  be  eafy  to  conceive  how,  being 
i:duced  to  the  condition  of  a  mere  man,  he  could 
^u  any  thing  more  than  another  mere  man  might 
luvc  done. 

On  the  other  hand,  if,  as  you  feem  to  fuppof^, 

Chrifl  retained  all  his  original  poWer,  and  by  that 

power  worked   miracles,  and  raifed  himfelf  from 

liv  dead,  his  humiliation,  and  efpecially  his  ex- 

H  treme 
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creme  dejedion  of  ipind  during  kis  ogooy  in  th( 
gardea,  wiU  he  thought  to  he  si&  cxtrao((}iiu(rya 
For  who  can  fuppofc  that  he  whq  Was  at  UiK 
M^iy  time  fu^oriiMg  aU  tkiugs  by  ibfi  tv^rd  ofiu 
fowtn^  could  not  fi^pport  k'unfelfj  but  needed  the; 
(upport  of  an  angel,  an  aingel  that  (as  pertainingj 
to  t|;ii3  world)  he  hiaifcl£  had  (nade>  and  was  thea 
fupporting? 

Thefc  things  may  not  be  properly  contradtSicns, 
hut  th^y  ^ip  things  a(  which  u\y  mind  rerolts 
with  no  lefs  force  s  fo  that  I  cannot  help  think- 
ing^ that  it  is  for  want  of  giving  due  attention  ca 
them,  that  the  minds  of  all  men  do  not  equally 
revolt  at  them. 

That  mere  divipes  fhould  talk  fo  lightly  as  thej^ 
ibmetimes  do  concerning  creation^  and  the  pofli* 
bility  of  its  falling  within  the  province  of  an  infc- 
i;ior  Being,  I  do  not  wonder ;  becaufe  they  hare 
no  proper  idea  of  what  creation  is,  or  implies. 
They  have  no  conception  of  the  magnitude  of  it, 
or  of  the  wonderful  extent  of  the  laws  by  which 
the  mundane  fyilem>  is  governed.  But  jou. 
Sir,  are  not  a  mere  divine.  You  rank,  high  in 
the  clafs  of  mathematicians,  and  natural  philofb* 
phers,  who  are  daily  contempUicing^  and  making 
farther  enquiries  inco,  the  laws  of  nature  s  wha 
are  filled  with  aftonifbment  at  what  they  do  fee  of 
them,  aod  who  are  at  the  fame  time  well  fatisfied> 
1  that 
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Aae  alt  they  fee  btsxt  no  fcnfible  propof tion  to 
diat  which  is  unknown. 

Now>  chat  a  being  pofTeffing  the  profound  wif* 
dom^  and  allonifbing  powerj  that  muft  have  been 
neceilary  to  the  conftruftion  of  fucH  a  fyftem  as 
this  (even  allowing  iht  matter  out  of  which  it  was 
made  to  have  beea  prepared  for  him)  ihould  be- 
come a  child  in  the  womb  of  a  woman>  be  born, 
be  brought  up  from  infancy  to  manhood,  be  fub- 
jfd  to  all  the  pains  and  infirmities  of  men^>  be 
delivered  into  the  hands  of  his  enemies,  be  cru- 
cified, and  die,  appears  to  me  to  be,  in  reality,  no 
lefs  incredible,  than  it  does  to  you  that  the  Creator 
of  all  worlds  fhould  be  fo  degraded « 

For  between  that  power  which  is  equal  to  the 
conftruftion  of  fuch  a  world  as  this,  with  all  iti 
C9imexions  and  dependencies^  and  that  power  which 
is  equal  to  the  formation  of  all  worlds,  we  are  not 
able  to  perceive  any  real  difference.  With  re- 
fpcft  to  our  comprehenfion,  that  difference  muft  be 
merely  nominal.  The  lefs  is,  to  our  perception, 
htfiniie  -,  and  after  that,  if  we  fay  that  the  other  i^ 
infinito  —  infinite,  the  idea'xs  the  fame ;  as  in  our 
ideas,  an  eternity  a  parti poft  makes  no  addition  to 

^  I  do  not  fay  ether  men,  for  fuch  a  being  as  this,  however  dc^ 
iT^djtdt  would  never  be  called  a  man,  by  any  pcrfcn  who  waS 
Kquaiatid  wUK  his  naturut  rank. 
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the  idea  of  an  eternity  a  parte  ante.    Each  of  them 
exceeds  any  definite  quantity^  how  great  fo  ever. 

That  you,  Sir,  therefore,  who  enter  into  thcfc 
ideas  much  ntiore  readily  than  I  can  pretend  to 
do>  fliould  fo  eafily  admit  that  of  fo  great  a  degra- 
dation of  your  maker,  and  for  a  pufpofefor  whic!i» 
as  you  mud  allow,  it  is  impoITible  for  us  to  con- 
ceive that  it  fhould  be  neceffary,  really  aftonifhes 
me.  And  yet  you  are  no  Icfs  aftonifhed  that  I 
Ihould  not  adopt  your  views  of  this  fubjcft.  Our 
readers  rttuft  decide  between  us,  and  as  to  our^ 
felves,  our  mutual  wonder  will  only  prcdixe  a 
friendly  fmile. 

I 

Your  attachment  to  the  Arian  hypothecs  is  evi- 
dently owing,  in  a  great  meafure,  to  your  fuppof- 
ing  it  to  have  valuable  praSlical  ufes.  You  ad- 
mire the  condefcenfion  of  fo  great  a  Being,  as  the 
maker  of  the  world,  and  of  all  its  dependencies, 
in  becoming  man,  fufFering,  and  dying  for  us. 
"  I  often,"  you  fay,  p.  155,  *'  feel  my felf  deeply 
•'  imprcflevl  by  this  confidcration."  This  I  can- 
BOt  call  in  queftion.  But  many  pious  trinita- 
rians  are,  I  doubt  not,  more  deeply  imprcfTcd 
with  the  ccnfidcration  of  the  fupreir.e  God  bc- 
coa^ng  man,  and  then  fufFcring  and  dying  for  us ; 
and  the  confideration  of  Dr.  Clarke's  logos  (befoie 
whom  your  diminutive  logos  Ihrinks  into  nothing) 
the^rcat  created  Being  who  exiftcd  from  all  cter^ 

nityt 
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nity,  and  who  created  not  only  this  world/  but 
ail  worlds,  would  no  doubt  impfefs  bis  mind  more 
forcibly,  and  more  favourably  than  your  doftrine 
can  imprefs  yours*. 

There  is  not,  indeed,  any  doftrine  In  the  Cal- 
TiniftiC,  or  the  popiQi  fyftem,  but  what  the  advo- 
cates for  them  will  maintain  to  have  excellent 
pra&ical  u(es«  With  what  unfpeakable  reverence 
wnd  devotion  do  the  catholics  eat  their  maker. 
But  is  this  any  reafon  why  we  proteftants  (hould 
embrace  their  opinions  ? 

We  find  fujBcient  fources  of  gratitude  and  devo- 
tion in  a  purer  fyflcm  of  chriftianity,  and  fo  (hall 
we  do  in  pafling  from  trinitarianifm  to  high 
Arianifm,  from  this  to  your  low  Arianifm,  and 
from  this  to  Socinianifra,  even  of  the  lowed 
kind,  in  which  Chrift  is  confidcrcd  as  a  mere 
man,  the  fon  of  Jofeph  and  Mary,  and  naturally 
as  fallible  and  peccable  as  Mofes,  or  any  other  pro- 
phet. I  have  myfclf  gone  through  all  thcfe  changes^ 
and  I  think  I  may  affure  you,  that  you  havp  no- 
thing to  apprehend  from  any  part  of  the  progcefs* 

"Ob  other  accoants,  it  [viz.  the  Example  of  Chrift]  it 
"  more  £Mcible  in  proportion  to  hb  foperiority ;  and  this  is  trae 
"  in  pirticalar  of  hit  condefcenfion,  humiliiy>  meeknefs,  an4 
"  patience  under  fuiFcrings.  The  greater  he  was.  the  more  we 
"  are  obliged  to  admire  thefe  virtues  in  him,  and  the  more  wc 
*■  maft  be  exciud  to  practice  them.**  ^  P.  153, 
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In  every  ftagc  of  it  you  have  that  confideration 
on  which  Uie  fcri^urcs  always  lay  the  greateft 
ftrcfif  u  a  motive  to  gratitude  and  obedience^ 
viz.  the  love  of  God,  the  almighty  parent,  in  giv- 
ing his  fon  to  die  for  us.  And  whether  this  fon 
be  man,  angel,  or  of  a  fupcrangelic  nature,  every 
thing  that  he  has  done  is  to  be  referred  to  the 
l^fi  of  Ccdi  the  original  author  of  all,  and  to  Iqim 
all  our  gratitude  apd  obedience  it  uldnnateiy 
due. 

Tar  would  I  be  from  detrafting  from  the  i[nerit 
of  Chrift,  or  the  value  of  his  example,  which  I 
would  endeavour  to  keep  in  view»  But,  as  a  ve- 
neration for  him  ihould  be  checked  when  ic 
would  lead  us  to  afcribe  to  him  divine  honours  i 
fo,  in  any  other  rcfpeft,  (hould  we  be  careful  how 
we  give  to  him  any  part  of  that  glory  which  his  God 
and  Father  will  not  give  to  another. 

Now  Arians,  betides  placing  Cbrifl:  in  a  de- 
partment which  belongs  to  God  only,  when  they 
make  him  the  creator  of  the  world,  afcribe  tod 
much  to  hi«P,  when  they  fuppofe,  or  feenri  to  {up- 
pofe,  that  It  was  in  confequence  of  his  own  fropo" 
JaU  that  he  became  incarnate,  and  undertook  the 
fcheme  of  our  rcdamption.  You»  Sir,  have  noe 
aflerted  this.  But  what  you  fay  on  the  fubjeA, 
has  little  force  on  any  other  idea«  Having  fpoken 
of  the  "  priftine  dignity/'  of  Chrift,  p.  i53r  and 

of 
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rf  his  ^  degrading  htmCelf  to  th«  condition  of  a 
"  mortal  man,"  yBu  fay,  "  This  is  ao  inftanre  tJf 
''  bencWrfeRoe  to  which  wc  can  conceive  no  pa- 
<*  raltel.  This  is  {irobably  the  admiration  of  an- 
^  gels,  0ce: 


.y»» 


Whtte?er  might  be  the  degradation  of  this 
tMlted  Being,  if  it  was  done  at  the  ejtpfrfi  com- 
mand of  God,  which  he  muft  hav^  been  fenfible 
he  had  no  tight,  or  power,  to  difobey,  there  could 
be  no  greater  merit  in  it,  than  io  the  obedience  of 
a  man  to  the  known  command  of  the  fame  Lord 
of  all.  To  do  this  readily,  and  chcarfully,  is  all 
the  merit  that  created  beings  can  pretend  to. 

Our  Saviour's  own  language  never  gives  us 
any  idea  of  his  fervices  to  mankind,  but  as  what 
he  undertook  in  confequence  of  the  command 
of  God  J  as  John  vii.  28.  then  cried  Jifus  in  the 
impUy  as  be  taugbt\  J'aying^  ye  both  know  me^  and 
je  knew  whence  I  am^  and  I  am  not  come  of  myfelj^ 
ht  be  tbatfent  me  is  true,  whom  ye  know  not.  Such 
is  the  uniform  language  of  our  Saviour,  whenever 
be  fpeaks  of  his  miflfion;  and  it  fuggefts  no  other 
idea  than  that  of  any  prophet  having  received  a 
eommlflTion  from  God,  acid  chearfnlly  undertaking 
Afc  etecutioa  of  it. 

In  the  idea  of  the  merit  of  Chrifl's  incarna- 
tion, as  well  as  in  other  refpeds,  there  is  too 
moch  ^f  tht  proper  trinitarian  doftrint  in  the 
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fcbeme  of  Arianifniy  which  rofe  after  it^  and  out  of 
it.  In  ancient  Arianifm  there  was  no  difference  in 
the  two  fyftems  but  that  between  a  created  and  an 
uncreated  logos.  The  office  affigned  to  them  was  the 
very  fame.  Modern  Arians  are  by  degrees  drop- 
ping many  articles  in  the  ancient  Arian  creed  ; 
but  it  appears  to  me  that,  in  doing  this,  they  make 
a  fcheme  much  lefs  confident  witti  it(elft  with 
reafon,  or  v^ith  the  fqriptures. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER     III. 

Of  the  Creation  of  Matter  hy  the  Father^  and  the 
lormation  of  it  by  the  Son,  and  other  Conjidera* 
tions  attending  the  Idea  of  a  finite  and  tmterfeR^ 
Creator. 

Deai^Frienp, 

IT  is  another  part  of  your  hypothcfis,  that  crea- 
tion out  of  nothing  is  the  prerogative  of  the  Su- 
preme Being,  and  that  Chrift  only  employed  the 
matter,  which  he  found  already  produced,  in  the 
cpnfirudion  of  the  world.  •*  The  formation  of 
"  this  world  by  Chrift  does  not,"  you  fay,  p.  144, 
!L*  imply  creation  from  nothing  j  that  probably  be- 

-  ing 
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^  ing  peculiar  to  almightly  power,  but  only  the 
^  arrangement  of  things  into  their  prefent  order> 
»  and  the  eftablifhment  of  this  courfe  of  nature 
•*  to  lAkich  we  are  witneflcs." 

Now  I  do  not  fee  why  we  ihould  diftinguifh 
t)ie  provinces  of  the  created  creator^  and  of  the  un-^ 
ireMiid  crestar  in  this  manner.  What  could  matter 
be  when  it  was  firll  produced  out  of  nothing  ?  If 
it  had  the  neceflary  properties  of  niatter^  you 
muft  fuppofe  it  to  have  been  extended  and  imper> 
netrahle.  For  you  will  fay  that  without  thefe  pro- 
perties matter  would  be  nothing  at  all  i  and  if  it 
had  impenetrability,  it  mufl  have  had  a  firm  co- 
hefion  of  its  parts,  which  implies  a  power  of  at- 
traSion  in  the  particles  of  which  it  confiils;  and 
ifthisfreih  created  matter  did  not  immediately 
coalefce  into  one  mafs,  or  if  there  were  any  pores 
in  ir,  the  particles  of  it  muft  have  been  endued 
with  a  irepulftve^  as  well  as  an  attractive  power. 

Again,  if  matter,  as  firft  produced,  had  necef. 
larily  the  powers  of  attraftion  and  repulfion,  why 
not  all  that  variety  of  atrradtions  and  repulfions 
which  conftitute  all  the  different  kinds  of  bodies  i 
But  if  fimple  attraftion  and  repulfion  only  be 
admitted,  we  mufl  admit  fome  form  and  arrang^^ 
Wtf,  and  therefore  we  cannot  confine  the  exer- 
tions of  the  Supreme  Being  to  the  mere  creation 
pf  matter. 

Scfides^ 
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Befidts,  can  any  reafoti  be  imagined  why  ihfe 
(axttc  great  Being,  who  with  infinite  eafe  produced 
matter  itfelf,  ihould  nor,  with  the  fame  eafe^  hate 
produced  it  with  all  that  V0fir/y,  and  all  that  jri^- 
rangement^  which  conftitute  the  vifible  fyftem  of 
the  univerfe  ?  The  whole  mifft  have  betn  equally 
eafy  to  almighty  poweri  and  the  uoiforniicyof  tm 
fyftem  would  certainly  be  better  fecuitd  ia  thia 
manneti  than  by  committing  it  to  the  difeftooR^ 
and  confequehdy  to  the  indifcmion^  of  infeiiari 
and  therefore  impcrfeA  agents.  To  me^  I  own 
there  appears  fomethiBg  ib  ftrange  id  the  Hipp^^ 
fition  of  the  Supreme  Being  baring  created  nmn 
matter^  and  of  Chrift  haring  made  this  mere  mat^ 
rer  into  a  world,  or  worlds;  it  is  fo  deftitute  of 
ail  probability  either  from  appearances  in  naturcj 
or  the  language  of  fcripture,  that  I  ciui  haidljN 
think  it  deierres  a  ferious  refutation. 

As  to  the  language  of  the  JcripinreSy  it  fe^firs 
to  me  to  be  abfolutely  inconfiftent  with  this  hypo* 
thefis.  Accofding  to  Mofes^  the  fame  great  Being 
who  made  the  heavens  and  the  earth,  made  alia 
the  tight  J  feparated  the  waters  from  the  earthy  and 
made  all  the  plants  and  animals  with  which  diey 
are  both  furniifaed ;  and  no  mention  is  made  of 
any  other  Being  concerned  in  the  pMdu6tioh  of 
any  thing,  or  in  the  gotrernnrtent  of  the  worlds 
when  it  was  made. 

According 
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According  to  your  hypothcfis,  the  Supreme 
Being  made  nothing  more  than  the  earthy  or  Stfiof 
Atgroimd,  as  it  is  called  (if  his  province  extoided 
even  lb  far  as  that)  but  the  perf'on  who  adualljr 
fanned  man,  and  who  made  the  difference  of  J?xc!, 
vas  Chrilt.  But  how  don  this  agree  with  what 
Cbiift  hitnfelf  fays,  Mark  x.  6.  Fnm  the  b^in- 
mg  tf  the  tretthn  God  madt  tbem,  malt  and  female. 
Tou  do  not  fuppofc  that  by  the  term  God,  he 
licre  meant  himfelf;  nor  will  you  fay,  with  Chrv- 
foflom,  that  Chrill  did  not  chufe  to  intimace  thai: 
himfeif  was  the  maker'of  man,  left  it  IhjuKI  give 
oficncc  to  the  Jews.  You  muft,  thereforCj  adr.iir, 
that  the  Supreme  Being  is  here  fpoken  of  as  the 
maker  of  tlie  human  race;  and  fimilar  10  this  is 
the  uniform  language  of  fcripture,  fo  that  nothing 
can  authorize  us  to  depart  from  the  plain  fenle 
rftt. 

The  Pfaimift  had  no  idea  of  any  inrermcdiate 
governor  of  the  world  when  he  faid  (Pf.  civ.  21) 
Iht  young  lions  rear  after  jhtir  prey,  and  feck  tbeir 
mat  from  God;  ardour  Saviour,  when  he  faid 
[Matt.  vi.  26)  Bebelii  tbefovoh  of  the  air,  for  they 
jm  net,  neither  da  they  reap,  ner  gather  into  barns^ 
jttyaur  heavenly  Father  feedeth  them. 

There  is  another  puzzling  circumftance  at- 
tending your  hypothefis  of  a  proper  creation  by 
the  Father,  and  of  the  formation  of  things  only 
by  the  Son,  which  is  that  part  of  the  fcliemc 
which 
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which  relates  to  fpirit.      For    befides    material  [ 
/ubfiance,  of  which  the  earth,  &c.  conlifts,  you  I 
fuppofc  tliat  there  is  aJfo  a  derived  immaterial  j 
fubjtance.    Was  this,  as  well  as  the  former,  created  ] 
by  the  alinighty  power  of  the  Father,  and  after-   i 
vfdxds  formed  into  angels,  and  the  fouls  of  men,  by 
Chrift  ?     This  is  a  qucftion  that  arifes  from  your 
general  hypothefis,  which  requires  to  be  confi- 
ileredi  and  the  difcuflfion  of  which  may  occafioQ 
fome  embarraffment  to  your  fchemc. 

If  the  inftrumentality  of  Chrift  in  making  the 
%vor}d  was  of  the  fame  nature  with  that  by  which 
he  raifcd  the  dead,  and  worked  his  other  mira-* 
ties  (as  to  which  we  sre  aflfured,  that  not  himfelf> 
but  the  Father  wiibin  bim^  did  the  works)  there 
Could  be  no  occafion  for  a  Being  of  power  fupe* 
rior  even  to  that  of  man.  In  this  fenfe  Adam, 
Immediately  after  being  created  himfelf^  mi^^t 
have  been  as  good  a  creator  as  either  your  logoSj 
or  that  of  Pr.  Clarke,  But  then  this  would  be 
po  proper  inltrumentality  at  all. 

Tliis  kind  of  an  intermediate  creator  cannot^ 
therefore,  be  fuppofed.     He  muft  have  had  pow- 
ers equal  to  the  work,  and  if,  as  you  juftly  ob-. 
ferve,   all  finite  Beings  attain  perfeftion  by  de- 
gree^*,  the  maker  of  this  world  mult  firft  have 

•  *'  Do  not  all  beings  rife  gradually,  one  acquintion  laying 
^*  ihc  foundation  of  another,  and  prcpariug  the  way  for  hig^her 
"  acquiiiixons;'*    p,  147. 

prodwce4 
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produced  fomething  lefs  perfeft.  But  what  evi- 
dence is  there  of  the  exiilcnce  of  any  fuch  lefs 
perfcA  produSion  ?  Shall  we  look  for  this  Brft 
tffkf  at  crtatioH  in  a  ftate  of  the  earth  prior  to  thit 
of  which  Mol*es  gives  us  an  account  ?  And  when 
this  earch  Ihall  be  deftroyed^  will  the  maker  of  it 
be  lb  far  improved  by  experience,  as  to  be  able  to 
oev  model  it  into  a  better  form,  fo  that  the  evils 
which,  through  want  of  (kill  in  the  cr^tor,  could 
not  be  excluded  at  prefcnt,  will  be  txcluded  here-' 
ifter. 

But  though  this  finite  cre-Hor  (hoiild  be  ever 
ib  much  improved  by  obfervation  and  experience, 
ftiU  his  work,  being  the  prndudion  of  an  imptr- 
ft3  bemgt  muftbe  impcrfeft;  and  while  the  reign 
of  Chrill  continues,  wc  can  never  hope  to  be 
Under  the  conduft  of  a  Being  of  infinite  power, 
wiltiom,  and  goodnefs,  as  long  as  we  exifl:. 

Is  it  pofTible  that  fucli  a  noiion  as  this,  per- 
ffftly  confonant  to  the  Arlan  hypothefis,  (hould 
be  contemplated  with  pleafurc?  It  gives  me  un- 
Jpcakably  more  fatisfadicn  to  cjnfider  the  pre- 
fcntfyftem  as  the  bcft  pofliblej  being  the  im:ne- 
dlite  produftion  of  a  Being  of  infinite  wifJom, 
ttd  that  even  the  evils  of  which  we  complain  are 
ccccfTary  paits  of  this  bdt  pofTible  conftitution 
tf  things. 

I  am,  &c. 
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i^fifiderations  relating  to  the  Origin  and  Hift^  ef 
the  Ar\an  DoHrine.  Of  Cbrift  not  being  tbe  Oh^ 
je9  of  Prayer^  and  of  the  Claim  of  Ariam  to  the 
JppeUation  of  Urdtarians. 

Dear  Friend, 

Y^U  cailnoc  fay  that  Chrift  himfclf  ever  drop-' 
ped  any  hint  that  he  was  either  the  miket^  or 
tb«  governor  of  the  world ;  and>  as  I  have  argued - 
at  large>  in  my  controverfy  with  Dr.  Horfleyj  and 
in  my  liiftory  of  earlj  Opinions  concerning  Ctrijtf 
i£  the  apoilles  had,  at  any  time,  been  informed  of 
the  truth  of  a  doftrine,  which  they  could  never 
have  learned  from  the  fcriptures  of  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment  (in  which  nothing  is  faid  of  tbe  Meffiah  being 
the  nnakcr  of  tbe  world)  a  doctrine  cf  which  they 
couid  have  had  no  fufpici^n  from  any  thing  thac 
they  obfein^ed  while  they  lived  and  canverfed 
wiih  Chrift,  we  muft  have  perceived  fome  traef» 
of  it  in  tlicir  hiftory.  It  was  a  mm  ideoy  and  ei 
fufch  great  tviagoitude,  and  fo  diftinguifliingly  ho^ 
nocirabk  to  their  mailer,  compared  with  Mofe^, 
or  any  of  the  preceding  prophets,  as  muft  havr 
excited  the  greateft  altonifhment  in  both  the 
friends  and  enemies  of  chriftianity. 

It 
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ru  an  Ofiinion  at  which  the  miods  of  ait 
nuft  h«ve  exceedingly  revoked,  and  thcK* 
ould  have  required  to  have  been  largely 
I  ^pon,  and  copioufly  defended,  even  much 
difp  the  -doftcine  of  the  adqfu0ion  of  gen - 
avetu  into  the  chnfti^n.  church,  without; 
cnity.  t9  the  inftitucionji  of  Mpfesi  fo  that 
uld  not  have  hcea  left^  as  we  npw  arc,  ta 
Itts  extraovdiqary  dodxioe  from  two  or  tHrecr 
40BS  in  cafual  cpiftka. 


i^b  (hewn  that  the  dodrine  c^tbe  (inople 

lity  of  Chrifl*,  how  incredible  foevcr  you» 

hink  it  makes  the  goipel  to  bc»  w9a  that 

vfcdch  Mtas  received  'by  the  great  body  ^- 

npuive  chriftians,  both  Jews  and  Gentiles. 

were  ia  poflelBoa  of  the  books  of  the  New 

[lentj  and  for  their  ufe  they  were  written, 

t  they  faw  in  them  no  fuch  doftrine  as  that 

creation  of  the  world  by  Chriil,  or  even  that 

ire-exiftence.   I  have  aUb  proved  (as  I  miift 

wed  to  (ay  till  I  fee  ic  difproved)  tha£  the 

X  of  the  world  being  made  by  a  created 

was  (if  we  except  the  Gnoftics)  abfohitcly 

wn  in  the  chriilian  church  till  the  time  of 

Alfo>  the  acknowkdgcnents  of  Athana- 

|d  of  all  the  orthodox  Fathers  of  the  church, 

noth'uig  lefs  than  the  general  prevalence  of 

^iae  of  the  JlAfpU  bmanity  of  Cbrift>  and 

means  that  of  his  pre-exiftence,  or  fo- 

clic  nature.     How  thea  can  that  be  re- 

ceived 
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ccivcd  as  the  doftrinc  of  the  fcriptures,  which 
was  never  underftood  to  be  fo>  for  fo  long  & 

period  ? 

I  have  likewife  ihewn  that,  till  the  fame  pe-< 
riod,  all  the  learned  chriftians  fuppofed  that  Chrift 
had  a  proper  human  foulf  befides  the  logos  that 
was  united  to  him,  and  that  this  logos  (by  ^ich 
they  fuppofed  the  world  to  have  been  made)  had 
been  an  eflfential  attribute  of  God  the  Father,  a 
fyftcm  fundamentally  different  from  that  of  Aria- 
nifm.  It  muft  therefore  require  the  moftexprefs 
evidence  from  the  fcriptures,  to  prove  from  them 
the  truth  of  a  doftrine  unfupportcd  by  any  ap- 
pearance in  nature,  and  that  was  not  difcovered 
to  be  contained  in  the  fcripcures  of  the  Old  or 
New  Teftament,  till  three  hundred  years  after 
Chrift. 

Another  part  of  the  ancient  Arian  hypofhcfis, 
viz.  that  of  Chrift  having  been  the  perfon  by 
whom  thp  fupreme  God  had  intercourfe  with  the 
Patriarchs,  you  difclaim;  juftly  thinking  it  to  be 
exprefsly  contradiAed  in  the  firft  vcrfe  of  the 
epiftlc  to  the  Hebrews.  But  the  feparation  of 
two  fuch  old  and  intimate  friends,  as  this  opinion, 
and  that  of  Chrift  having  rfladc  the  world,  is,  I 
think,  not  a  little  hazardous  with  refpe£t  to  them 
both.  And  furtly  it  might  naturally  be  expefted, 
that  if  Chrift  be  that  Being  who  made  the  world, 
who,  of  coyrfe,  fgpported  it  by  his  power,  and  wha 
3  '  at 
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at  length  became  incarnate  in  it,  and  died  for  ir^ 
he  would  be  the  proper  medium  of  all  the  divine 
intercourfe  with  it.  Can  it  be  fuppofed  that  the 
maker  of  men  had  nothing  to  do  with  them  from 
their  creation  to  the  time  of  their  redemption  ? 

You  alfo  rejeft  another  part  of  the  ancient 
Aria^n  hypothefis  concerning  Chrift,  yiz.  that  he 
k  the  proper  object  of  prayer.  And  yet  it  is  fo 
natural  that  the  maker  and  preferver  of  men,  and 
of  the  world,  fliould  be  the  objeft  of  prayer,  that, 
in  my  opinion,  nothing  could  have  prevc^nted  the 
praftice,  but  fome  very  exprefs  prohibition  to 
worfhip  him,  which  we  no  where  find  in  the  fcrip- 
^ures.  It  is  only  the  idea  of  Chrift  not  being 
prcfent  with  us,  together  with  irs  not  btring  ia 
his  power  to  help  us,  that  can  make  him,  or  any 
other  Being,  nor  to  be  the  proper  objeft  of  prayer 
to  us.  For  there  cannot  be  any  thing  unreafonable 
in  our  alking  of  any  Being  a  favour  which  it  is  in 
his  power  to  grant,  provided  he  be  acccfiiblc 
to  us. 

You  fay  of  the  Father,  p.  97,  *'  There  is  no 
•*  other  Being  concerning  whom  we  have  fuffi- 
•*  cicnt  leafon  to  think  that  he  is  continually  pre- 
••  (ent  with  us,  and  a  witnefs  to  all  our  thoughts 
**  and  dcfircs.  There  is,  thtrefcre^  no  other  Being 
•'  to  whom  our  prayers  ought  to  be  direfted." 
But  furcly  the  Being  who  made,  and  \\ho  pre- 
jfcrves  us,  he  in  wbom  all  tbinp  cotiftjf^  whether 

I  hs 


114  LETTERS     TO 

he  be  finite  or  infinite,  muft  always  he  prefenc 
with  us,  and  mutt,  have  it  in  his  power  to  grant ^ 
all  tlie  petitions  that  we  ever  addrefs  ro  God. 

It  is  fimply  under  the  charafter  of  God"  being 
the  Lord  cur  maker^  that  the  fcriptures  teach  us 
tbworjhip  and  bow  down  before  him.  Whatcirer 
Being,  therefore,  comes  under  thfe  defcription  of 
the  Lord  cur  maker ^  we  are  authorized  to  worfliip 
and  bow  down  to  him  j  and  as,  according  to  yoiij 
Chrift  is  that  Being,  you  muft  be  abundantly  jufti^ 
fied  in  making  him  the  objeft  of  your  praycrif.' 
To  be  the  Lord  our  maker,  and  the  objeft  of 
prayer,  are  fo  naturally  and  ncceflarily'  connefted, 
ttiat  if,  by  any  ai*gument  what^vtr,  it  can  bef 
proved  that  Chrift  is  cither  not  the  one,  or  notf 
tlie  other,  it  muft  follow  that  he  cahndt  be  eithei* 
of  them. 

Moreover,  all  the  ancient  Arians  allowed  ChrifE 
the  appiflUctibn^  of  Gcd^  and  indeed  you  do  the 
fame,  when  you  apply  to  him  what  is  faid  of  the 
logos  -in  the  introdudion  to  the  gofpel  of  John. 
For  that  logos  is  exprefsly  faid  lohiGod^  and 
has  the  attributes  of  the  God  dcfcribed  by  Mofcs, 
viz.  the  maker  of  all  things  that  are  made. '  It  is, 
therefdre,  no  fuch  God,  as  Mofes  himfelf  is  called 
with  refpcft  to  Pharoah,  or  as  any  magiftratc  may 
be  called.  You  make  him  to  be  a  God  both  in 
name^  and  in  power.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore^ 
not  a  little  extraordinary^  that  you  fhouTd  claini 

the 
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tbfiticte  ot mittriansj  when- all  that  you  can' with 
{VOfwiecy  fay  is,  that,  though  you  acknowledgp- 
tvM  GedSt  oneof  chein  only  is  the  objedt  of  prayt^, 
and  to  be  worfliipped,  and  the  other,  though  your 
maker,  and-conftaBt  preserver,  yet,  for  Ibme  u/i> 
biowA  iea£onj  is  not  thcobjedt  *)£  ptHyer,  and  not- 
to  be  wwlbippcd. 

Your  defitiitioni  of  the  word  unrtariam,.  Note, 
p.  69,  appears  to-nfio  to  be  quite  arbitraryj  and^ 
unneceffarily  complex.  "  By  unitarians,"  youfay, 
*'  I  mean  chofe  chriftians  who  believe  there  i» 
"but  one  God,  and  one  objedt  of  religious  wor- 
"  flup ;  and  thdt  this  one  God  is  the  Father  only, 
*'  and  not  a  trinity,  confiding  of  Father,  Son,  and- ' 
"  Holy  Ghoft.  An  unitarian,  therefore,"  you- 
add,  "  may,  or  may  not,  be  abelievCF  in  Chrift'* 
"  pre-exiftence." 

But  I  fhould  think  that  the  only  natural  and- 
fimple  definition  of  an  uttitarian  fhould  be,  a  bt' 
litver  in  ont  Godf  or  one  perfon,  properly  entitled- 
to  the  appellation  of  God,  whether  he  was  an  ob-- 
jeft  of  religious  worlliip,  or  not ;  which  is  another 
and  independent  circumflance.  If  a  perfon  not 
concerned  in  this  controvcrfy  were  allted  to  givC' 
bis  opinion,  I  fliould  imagine  that^  if  he  madc' 
any  addition  to  this  definition,  he  would  fay,  that 
an  unitarian  was  a  believer  in  OHt  God,  or  one  Being , 
cnceneditt  tie  creatm  and  tare  of  ibfxorld.  And- 
I  2  even 
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jeten  this  is  rifing  higher  in  the  definition  of  t^ti 
powers  o( godhead  than  the  ancient  heathens,  who. 
were  pfoperly  and  profcfledly  polytheifts,  ever  did. 

You  fay,  that  *'  an  unitarian  may,  or  may 
"  not  be  a  believer  in  Chrift's  pre-exiftence,^ 
and  very  juftiy,  if  you  mean  that  he  pre-«xiftcd 
as  an  angel,  or  arch-angel,  and  if  you  can  af- 
fign  him  any  department  fimilar  to  theirs.  But 
I  really  cannot  help  confidering  Arians  as  be- 
lieving in  iwo  Gods,  while  thtry  hold  that  Chrift, 
though  a  created  Being  himfelf,  haci  for  his  de^ 
partment  the  formation  of  this  world,  the  ad- 
jullment  of  all  the  laws  to  which  it  is  fubjeft,  and 
of  courfe  the  conftanr  care  and  government  of  the 
whole,  Supporting  //  Ay  the  koord  of  bis  pcwer.  And 
that  the  great  Being  to  whom  this  defcription  be- 
longs fhould  not  be  the  cbjeft  of  prayer,  is  to  mc 
incomprehenfible.  If  I  thought  there  really  was 
any  fuch  derived  Being,  always  prefcnt  with  me, 
who  planned  all  the  events  of  my  life,  and  whofe 
power  continually  fupported  me,  I  could  hardljr 
rcfift  the  impulfe  to  pray  to  him. 

I.aftly,  if  accordhngTo  your  definition,  the  one 
God  mull  be  the  Father  onlyj  and  they  arc  noc 
unitarians  who  do  not  make  him  the  fole  obje6t 
of  religious  worlhip,  how  will  you  clafs  the  Mor 
ravians,  who  addreft  no  prayers  to  him,  but  to  the. 
Son  only  ?     Will  you  fay  that  they  arc  worihipr 
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pcrs  of  no  God  at  all  ?  They  might  even  be- 
come Arians,  and  continue  their  pradice  of  pray- 
ing to  Chrift  only.  All  the  ancient  Arians  prayed 
lohinri^ 

I  am,  &c. 


L    E    T    T    E    R      V. 

Of  ih  proof  from  the  Scriptures  of  the  Creation  of 

the  IVorld  by  Cbriji. 

Dear  Friend^ 

CURELY  fuch  an  hypothefis  as  yours,  viz.  that 
of  a  great  pre-exiftent  created  Beings  ibe 
creator  of  this  world,  with  all  its  connexions  and  de^ 
pendencies,  and  yet  not  the  objcft  of  prayer  j  a 
Being  which^  it  mud  be  acknowledged,  no  ap- 
pearance in  nature  would  ever  have  fuggefled  to 
us,  of  which  we  have  no  account  in  any  part  of 
the  Old  Teftam^nt  (though  we  are  there  informed 
concerning  the  creation  of  all  things)  an  hypo»- 
thefis  which  was  unknown  to  all  chriftians,  learned 
and  unlearned,  till  the  time  of  Arius,  requires 
fome  very  fatisfaftory  evidence ;  and  if  all  the 
proofs  be  from  fcrifiure,  thofe  proofs  ought  to  be 
very  numerous,  as  well  as  very  clear.  You  ought 
^Ifo  to  be  able  to  give  fome  good  reafdn  why  the 

1 3  fcrip- 
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fcripturcs  were  not  underjiood  to  teach  this  ex* 
traordinary  dodrine  for  fo  many  centuries,  by 
thofc  who  muft  have  been  the  b^ft  accjuaintcd 
with  the  language  in  which  they  arc  written. 

New  there  are  not,  in  reality,  more  than  two 
paffages,  in  which  Chrift  is,  in  any  fenfe,  faid  to 
have  created  any  thifig,  and  thefe  are  not  in  any 
hijlorical  work,  but  only  incidental  expreflions 
in  the  epiftles  of  -Paul,  viz.  ]lfph.  iii.  9.  who  ere-- 
atcd  all  things  by  Jefus  Cbrijiy  and  here  the  words 
"^jjefiis  Ghrijl  arc, -with,grcat.:probability- thought 
to  be  an  interpolation,  and  Gpl.  viii.  16.  by 
him  ivere  all  things  created^  that  are  in  heaven^ 
and  that  are  in  earth ;  vifikle.  and,  invi/tble ;  ^be^ 
tber  tkff  be  thrones,  cr  dominions,  or  fri&cifalitiq, 
cr  powers.  All  things  were  created'  by  him,  and  for 
^im^-and  be  is  before  all  things,  and  by  him  all  things 
€010  i  aitd  he  is  the  head  of  the' iody  the  churchy 
who  is  the  beginnings  the  frfi^born  from  the  dead\ 
fbat  in  all  things/ he;  night  have  the  pre-eminence. 
:Forit:f^fidthfTatbertbat'inhlmft>Dufdallfulnefs 
JlkvelL  lAnd,  having  made  peace  through  the  blggd  of 
%is  crofs^  by  him  to  reconcile  all  things  unto'himfelf; 
fy^Urn,  I  fay,  whether  they  be  things  in  fartb,  or 
i^binp^m^fttven. 

As  to*  the •  i^tToduftiort  to-  the  gofpel  df  J6hn, 
it' is  not -there  fard  that'  any  thing  was  made 'by 
tSbrift,  hxjit  only  try  the  hgor,  which  wc  maintain 
to  be  thtword,  or  ponder  ifGttd,  which,  as  it  were, 
ttfided  in  Chrift,  to  wWdh  he  afcribed  all  the 
\  miracles 


Dr;      P    R    I    C    E.  119 

mirades  cbat'  he  wroughCa  and  which  there  can 
he  no  doobt  did  make  all  things.  In  Heb.  i.  2. 
it  ii  not-  laid  that  ihe  vjorlds,  but  that  the  ages  were 
made  byChiift;  fo  that  fbmething muft  be  meant 
by  the  phrafe  very  different  from  proper  creation. 

Without  entering  into  a 'large -examination  of 
the  two  paflages  above-mentioned,  in  which  erea- 
tim,  in  fome  fenfe  or  other,  «  afcribed  to  Chrift, 
I  wotild.only  obferve  that  neither  the  earth,  nor 
the  fun,  moon,  or  ftars,  nor  any  material  fub- 
fiantx,  is  fpecified  among  the  things  created  by 
him.  In  the  former  i:  is  all  things,  in  general, 
which  is  quite  indefinite ;  and  in  rhe  hiter,  in  which 
the  things  created  by  him  are  enumerated,  wc 
only  find  tbroties,  deminienst  i^c.  by  the  creation  of 
which  may  be  intended  fome  czerclfc  of  that 
pKaer,  and  authority,  which  was  given  to  ChriH 
after  his  refurrcAion. 

That  this  was  the  whole  meaning  of  the  apoftle 
is  pretty  evideht  from  two  circumftancesj  firft, 
that  this  enumeraiion  of  things  created  by  him, 
and  confiding  in  him,  clofes  with  the  mention  of 
his  being  the  htad  eftbe  body  the  cburcbj  as  if  that 
was  intended  to  comprehend  .all  the  preceding 
particulars.  Secondly,  as  in  the  former  part  of 
the  paffage,  all  things  that  are  in  heaven  and 
earth,  vifible  and  invifible,  are  faid  to  be  created  by 
Chriftj  in. the  latter  part  of  it  all  things  in  heaven 
and  in  earth,  are  faid  to  be  reconciled  by  him;  fo 
tlut  thofc  two  eitprelTions  created  and  reconciled,  may 
1  4  well 


120  LETTERS     TO 

well  be  fuppofed  to  be  fynonymous  to  each  other, 
and  Co  be  defcripti  ve  of  the  new  cnatUn^  or  ren^va^ 
iion  of  the  world  by  chriftianity.  And  this  is  the 
more  probable,  from  the  apoftle's  enlargipg  on 
this  idea  in  the  verfes  immediately  following  thofe 
quoted  above,  Andyou^  that  were/ometimes  alienai^ 
edy  and  enemies  in  your -minds,  by  wicked  works^  yet 
now  batb  be  reccnaled^  6?r. 

Had  the  term  creation  never  been  applied  in 
the  fcripturcs  to  any  thing  but  the  creation  of  ma-  ' 
terial  things,  there  would  have  been  fome  plaufi- 
tilicy  in  your  arguixjent  from  thefe  two  texts.   But 
you  know  it  is  very  uliial  with  the  facred  writers  to 
di  fcrib?  the  renovation  of  things  by  this  term«  and 
cfpecially  that  great  and  happy  change  iij  the  fyf- 
tem  of  human  affairs  which  was  brought  about  by 
the  gofpel.  -  This  ufe  of  the  term  creation  in  the 
New  Tcftamenc  feems  to  have  been  borrowed 
from  the  fame  ufe  of  it  in  the  Old,  and  efpccially 
in  If.  Ixv.  17.  Foir  heboid  I  create  new  beavens  and 
a  nevf  eartb  i  and  tbe  former  Jball  not  be  remember e4y 
nor  come  into  rnind^     But  be  ye  glad,  and  rejoice  /$r 
ever  in  that  which  I  create.    For  behold  I  create 
Jerujakm  a  rejoicing,  and  her  people  a  joy^     In  this 
figurative  language,  it  is  evident,  that  the  prophet 
defcribc§  the  new  and  happy  ftate  of  things,  whidi 
is  to  take  place  in  tbe  latter  days,  when  the  Jewj 
will  be  reftored  to  their  own  country,  and  ]tx\\^ 
falem,  here  faid  to  be  created,  will  be  rebuilt,  with 
great  fplendQr, 
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There  is  a  variety  of  paflages  in  which  tbo 
term  trestim  is  evidently  ufcd  in  this  fecondary 
fcnfe  in  the  New  Tcftamcnt,  as  2  Cor.  v.  17.  ^ 
My09li  tein  Cbrifi  be  is  a  new  creature.  Gal.  vi.  1 5. 
In  CMft  Jeftu  neither  circumcijion  availeth  any  things 
W§r  uncinumcifiony  but  a  new  creature.  Eph.  ii.  lo. 
We  are  bis  workmanfoip^  created  in  Cbriji  J  ejus  unto 
IPod  vforks^ 

The  very  fame  word  which  is  ufed  when  things 
are  (aid  to  ht  created  by  Chrift,  is  even  applied  10 
human  inftitutionsi  as  in  i  Pet.  ii.  ^,  fubmit  your- 
films  to  every  ordinance  of  man  («ani  m^fOiTrm  xlnni) 
every  creation  of  man  \  and  it  is  remarkable  that 
rhe  creation  which  is  afcribed  to  Chrlft  in  the 
flpidle  to  the  Colofllans,  is  of  the  fame  nature 
with  thi$  which  is  h^fc  afcribed  to  men,  viz.  that 
o(  dominions,  principalities,  and  powers. 

Now  fince  it  is  moft  evident  that  the  term  crca^ 
iion  is  ufcd  in  two  fenfcs,  the  one  literal,  and  the 
pthcr  figurative,  you  ought  not  to  determine  the 
application  of  it,  in  any  particular  paiTage,  to 
either  of  them  without  a  reafon,  And  lince  the 
cnration  of  the  heavens  and  the  earth,  whenever 
chcy  are  exprefbly  mentioned,  is  conftantly  af- 
cribed toGod  the  Father  J  and  t\\Q  figurative  crea- 
tion only,  where  that  is  evidently  intended,  to 
Chrift,  we  are  certainly  net  authorized  to  afcribe 
to  him  any  other  crcitioii  than  the  latter,  in  any 
p^fTage  in  which  the  ^prcflion  is  indefinite.     Jf 
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this  be  nota  natural  und  jilft  raleof  inteipretation, 
I  am  not  acquainted  with  any  that  ^ught  to  be 
called  fuch  ^  and  this  clearly  gives  the  creation  of 
the  world  td  thcFathef^  and  not  to  Ghriit. 

Afrer  reciting  thoTe  paflages  which  you  think  ' 
prove  that  the  apcrfUes  corxfidered  Chrift  as  the 
maker  of  the  world,  but  without  any  notice  of 
the  Socinian  interpretations  of  them,  you  fay, 
'Note,  p.  141,  **  It  is  a  circuntftance  a  little  dif- 
"  qouraging,  in  reciting  this  evidence  from  fcrip- 
**  ture,  that  fome  modern  Socinians  would  not  be 
"  convinced  by  it,  were  it  ever  fo  clear  and  de- 
•*  cifive."  Then,  mentioning .  my  name  with  a 
degree  of  refpeft  to  which!  cannot  think  myfelf 
entitled,  you  fay,  "  he  intimates  that  had  this 
"  been  the  opinion  of  the  apoftles,  we  fhould  not 
*'  be  bound  to  receive  it.'* 

Now,  unlefs  you  believe  the  plenary  and  uni- 
veffil  irifpiration  of  the  apoftles,  which  you  will 
not  pretend  to  do,  I  do  not  fee  why  you  (hould 
beat  all  daggered  at  this.  'Suppofe  any  of  the 
apoftles  had  incidently  fpoken  of  the  fun  and 
.ftars  revolving  round  the  earth  (which,  ifthey  had 
given  any  opinion  on  the  fubjeft,  they  probably 
would)  fhould  you  have  fubfcribed  to  it  ?  You 
would  have  faid,  that  fuch  an  opinion  had  no  con- 
nexion with  their  proper  commiflion.  Shew  then 
the  necejfary  connexion  (for  o(  imaginary  and  remote 
connexions  there  is  natnd)  between  any  thing 

in. 
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in,  or  belonging  to,  the  commiflion  of  the  apof- 
deSs  G0,  and  teach  all  nations^  &c.  and  the  dodrine 
of  the  making  of  the  world  by  Chrill.  Ic  certainly 
was  QOt  nccejfary  that  he  who  came  to  redeem  the 
world  (whatever  you  mean  by  that  term)  fliculd 
hive  created  it  alfo. 

As  I  have  obferved  before,  you  cannot  fay  tliat 
Chrift  himfejf  ever  dropped  the  moll  diftant  hint 
of  his  having  been  the  maker  of  the  world.  Nay, 
the  contrary,  as  I  have  fhewn,  is  implied  in 
what  he  faid.  We  ought  therefore,  to  have  very 
gpod  and  clear  evidence,  to  think  that  the  apof- 
tlcs  meant  not  only  to  advance  fo  much  above 
what  had  been  taught  by  their  matter,  but  really 
.  to  teach  a  contrary  doftrine. 

Had' I  been  living  in  the  age  of  the  apoftles, 
and  heard  any  of  them  advance  fuch  an  opinion, 
I  think  I  fliould  have  taken  the  liberty  to  afk 
their  authority  for  it.  The  Jews,  who  looked 
CD  the  prophets  for  the  charafter  and  office  of  the 
Mefliah,  where  they  faw  nothing  of  the  kind, 
might  well  have  faid  to  any  of  them  who  /hould 
have  taught  fuch  a  doftrine  as  this,  Thou  bringejl 
Jtrange  things  to  our  ears.  That  fuch  a  remark 
docs  not  appear  to  have  been  made,  amounts,  in 
my  opinion,  to  a  proof  that  no  fuch  do6lrinc  was 

taught. 

I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER      VI. 


0/  ths  Argument  for  the  pre  exiftent  Dignity  of 
Cbrifl  from  his  working  Miracles. 

t)E  AR   F  R  I  E  N  D» 

I  Shall  now  drop  theconfideration  of  Chrift  hav- 
ing been  the  creator  of  the  world,  and  attend 
to  what  ypii  have  faid  of  his  pre-exijient  dignity  in 
general.  Among  other  proofs  of  this,  you  fay, 
p.  1 25,  "  the  hiftory  of  our  Saviour,  as  given  in  the 
**  New  Teftament,  and  the  events  of  his  life  and 
'*  miniftiy,  anfwer  beft  to  the.  opinion  of  the  fu- 
*^  periority  of  his  nature,"  and  among  other  parti- 
culars, you  enumerate  **  the  wifdoni  which  dif- 
**  covered  itfelf  in  his  doclrine,  and  by  which  he 
'*  fpa^e  as  never  man  fpakc,  that  knowledge  of 
**  the  hearts  of  men,  by  which  he  could  fpeak  to 
"  their  thoughts,  as  we  do  to  one  another's  words, 
"  and  thofe  miraculous  powers  by  which^  with  a 
^  command  over  nature  like  that  which  firftpro- 
"  duced  it,  he  ordered  tempefts  to  ceafe,  and  gave 
*'  eyes  to  the  blind^  limbs  to  the  maimed,  reafon 
"  to  the  frantic,  health  to  the  fick,  and  life  to  the 
»'  dead/' 

Tbefc 
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'  Thefc  inftances  of  wifdom  and  power  wouid 
indeed  be  a  proof  of  a  nature  fupcrior  to  niaDj  if 
ID  any  proper  fcnfe,  this  wifdom  and  power  could 
be  laid  to  be  bis  cwn^  or  to  belong  to  him^  as  the 
powers  of  walking  and  fpeaking  belong  to  men  in 
general,  powers  which  we  can  exert  whenever  we 
pleafe.  But  the  reverfe  of  this  is  mod  clearly 
aflerted  by  our  Lord  himleif,  John  xiv.  lo.  The 
wtrds  ibai  I /peak  unto  you  Ijpeek  not  of  myfelf^ 
ter  tb$  Fatb^r^  that  dwelUtb  in  mc,  be  dotb  tbi 
works. 

This  is  indeed  fully  acknowledged  by  yourfclf, 
ip  your  Sermon  on  the  Rejurrcllion  of  Lazarus^ 
^hcre  you  iay,  p.  331.,  *'  the  manner  in  which  he 
**  referred  his  miracles. to  the  will  and  power  of 
^  God,  requires  our  attention.  After  the  ftone 
^  was  taken  away,  he  made,  we  are  told,  a  folema 
^  addrefs  to  God  %  and  lifting  up  his  eyes,  faid, 
**  Father,  I  thank  thee  that  thou  haft  heard  me* 
**  This  implies  that  his  ability  to  work  his  mi- 
*•  racles  was  the  confcquence  of  his  having  prayed 
••  for  it.  Throughout  his  whole  miniftry,  he  was 
^  careful  to  diredk  the  regards  of  men  to  the  deity, 
U  as  the  fountain  of  all  his  powers.  His  language 
"  was,  the  Father  who  dwelletb  in  mc,  be  dotb  the 
**  xvorks.  I  can  of  nty  own  f elf  do  nothing.  I  came 
*«  to  do  the  will  ofbim  that  fent  me.''  This  is  very 
ingenuous,  but  furcly  not  very  confiftent  with  your 
inferring  the  fuper-human  nature  of  Chrift  from 

bis  miracles,  which,  according  tg  your  own  ac- 
count. 
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couAi;>  might  have  been  wrought  by  any  man/ 
equally  aided  by  God« 

» 

Tho^  perfon&  who  faw  the  miracre&  of  Cbri|by  • 

and  who  mud  have  been  a^  good  judges  in  the- 

cafe  as  we  can  pretend  to  be,  never  inferred  fronv 

them  that'hc  was,  in  himfelf,  of  a  odture  fuperior 

to  man,  but  only  thttt  G&d  'iff as  vskb  him,  add  aft^*  ' 

by  .him,  as  he  had  done  by  Mo£es.   An\ong  others^. 

Nicodemus  fays,.  John  iii,  2.  RaibifWi  knotty  timt'' 

thou  art  a  teacher  come  from  God.    For  no  man* 

can  do  tbeje  miracles  thai  thou  doji^  except  God  be 

with  hmL    Afrer  he  had  cured  a^  perfon  iick  of 

the  palfy  at  Capernauin,  we  readr  Maitt^  ix;  8. 

When  the  mulPitudifamit^  they  marveUedi  andgU^' 

rifiidGody  •'ivbo'Jmd  gwen'fiub  power  unto  nun:  Af-  ' 

ter  the-  cure  of  the  demoniac,  on  the  defceat  of 

Ghrift  from  the  MdOnt  of  tFansfigUratk>n,  Luke  he. 

43,  it  is  faid,  th^  were  all  amazed  at  tbt  nugbty" 
pmverofGod^    And  after  his  railing  the  widowV 

fon  to  life,  ic  isfuid,  Luke  vii.  i6.  And  then  camt 

a  fear  on  alt f  and  they  glorified  God,  faying,  tbaPa 

great  prophet  is  rifen  up  among  us,  and  that  God  had 

lifited  bis  people ;  nneaning,   na  doubt,  as  he  ha(^ 

done  the  Ifraelites  in  Egypt,  by  fending  Mofes 

td  them, 

Bfcftties,  I  do  not  fije  how^youf  argument  for  the 
ftrperldf  nature  of  Ghrift  from  his  miracletfis  con-' 
fiftent  with  what  yOu  fey,  Note^  p.  140,  of  the 
ftrfpenfion- of  bis  igmtn^  "  That  humiliation  of 

«  Chrift^ 
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i&y  and  fufpenlion  of  his  powers,  which  is 
lied  in  his  being  made  a  man,  and  growing 
from  infancy  to  mature  age,  fubje£t  to  all 
wants  and  forrows,  is  indeed,  as  to  the  man- 
of  it)  entirely  incompieheiiGblc^  to  ds.'' 

t  perhaps-  your  idea  was,  that  his  naturaK 
rs  were  fufpcnded  only  from  the  time  of  his 
ladon  to  that,  of  his  public  nuniftry  y  when 
II  iexerciie  of  them  was^  reftored  to  him,  .  fo 
le  wrought  his  miracles  with  no  more  par(i- 
afliftance  than  1  have  in  writing  this  book, 
jch  a  temporary  fufpenfion  and'  reftoradotl  of 
iF99tn  is  a  mere'  arbitf&iy  fuppofitton;  witfaoue 
oundation^  in  the  hiflory,^  or  rather  in  oontra- 
Mi  t6  all  thofe  paflQ^s  that  imply  the  imme^ 
agency  of  the  Father  in  the  mirftcles  oi 
L  There  is  alfo^  in  thb.  cafe,  a  difficutty 
1 1  have  mentioned  before,  and  ta  wMch  yoit 
IC  ieem  to  have  giVm  fiifficicnt  attention,^  vizi 
IB  thi$  interval  of  thirty  yeari,  th6  govern- 
of  the  world  was  in  different  hands, .  and  yet 
lUt  any  change  beings  I  prefume,  perceived 
I  condu£l  of  it. 


lam,  &c. 


rJ 
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LETTER      VII. 

Of  the  Argument  for  the  pre-exiftent  Dignity  efCbriJi^ 
from  his  being  fuppofed  to  have  raifed  bimf elf  from 
the  Dead^  and  from  bis  voluntarily  difmfffing  bif 
Spirit  when  be  died. 


Dear  Friend, 

"  A  NOTHER  faft^*'  you  fay,  p.  128,  *«  of  tht 
"  xV  fame  kind**  (viz.  which  proves  his  nature 
to  be  fuperiof  to  that  of  man)  '*  is  his  railing 
••  himfclf  from  the  dead.  This  he  feetns  to  hav« 
•*  intimated,  when  he  fays  to  the  Jews,  Deftroy  this 
**  templiy  and  in  three  days  I  mil  raife  it  up  again^ 
«*  But  more  cxprefsly  in  John  x.  17,  18.  Tbere^ 
^*  fore  doth  my  Father  love  me,  becaufe  I  lay  down  my 
^^  life  that  I  may  take  it  again.  No  one  fakeib  it 
^^  from  me,  lut  I  lay  it  down  of  my f elf .  J  have 
*'  power  to  lay  it  down,  and  I  have  power  to  take  it 
again.  This  commandment  have  I  received  of  my 
Father.  In  all  other  places  G(?^  is  faid  to^  have 
•*  raifed  Chrift  frorp  the»  dead  •,  and  fhcfe  words 
*^  inform  us  how  this  is  to  be  underftood.  God 
*'  raifed  Chrift  from  the  dead  by  giving  him  3 
"  power  to  raife  himfelf  from  the  dead,  and  PaOC 
!*  gnly  himfelf,  but  all  the  world/* 

Bue 


cc 


<c 


V       %vi  tiA  you  Aippole  tbat>  if  e^^ery  thing  which 

ilkcceded  the  power  of  ati  Ordinary  man,  that  wfs 

JenfUMgiy  done  by  Chrift^  was  .not  really  done  by 

'  him,  but  by  God  who  was  with  him,  while  he  was 

tUvi,  the  cafe  was  not  the  lame  with  every  thing 

that  t€f peAed  him  when  he  was  deadf    Or  can 

itoir  imagine  that,  .if  the  apoftles  had  underfto^d 

i;!^m  to  mean  what  you  do^   in  the  felcprei&o^s 

#lxMee  quoted^   they  would  not  b^ve  made  the 

igroatseft  account  of  the  cirpumftance,  and  have 

tqpfdTed  it  in  the  clcareft  jterms ,  afiet  bis  re- 

ytb^niSi^,  as  .a  proof  of  his  pre<^ftent  dignity^ 

-and  fiiperior  oature  ?    3ut,  as  you  acknowledge^ 

**  ID  all  other  places  Qoo  is  faid  to  have  r^fed 

I H  Chrift  from  the  dead  j"  and  though  the  rcfurrcc- 

^loa^  of  ChHft  is  frequently  mentioned  by  them^ 

lAtre.dpes  not  occur  a  iingle  expreffion,  in  all  their 

i^macbing  or  writing,  that,  by  any  mode  of  con^ 

rlMi^ions  C4n  be  interpreted  into  an  intimation, 

iXbK  /they  had  the  idea  of  hts  having  railed  himfelf 

tl^K)ai  .ihe  dead.     It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  hif  * 

il^^pks  did  pot  underftand  him  to  mean  what 

«|pu  .dp  in  the  cxpreflions  you  have  quoted. 

J  JleQdcs,  the  expre^ons  which  you  have  quoted^ 

tffS!^^  admit  of , another  interpretation;   whereas, 

i|o^  numberlefs  paflages  in  which  God  is  faid  to 

x^yc  railed  Chrill  from  (he  dead,  the  language  is 

plainj  fo  as  to  give  no  fufpidon  of  one  thing  being 

&id,    and    another    thing   being  intended.    And 

fiurely  we  ought  to  interpret  what  ^  left  intelligible 

K  bjr 
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by  what  is  more  (o^  and  not  that  which  is  more 
intelligible  by  that  which  is  lefs  fo,  which  is  tke 
rule  which  you  have  followed. 

But  let  us  interpret  the  language  that  ChrUt 
ufed  by  itfelf.  He  fays,  /  have  power  to  lay  down 
wy  life^  and  /  have  power  to  take  it  again.  If 
therefore  the  latter  power  was  voluntary,  and 
exerted  at  his  own  pleafure^  fo  was  the  former. 
But  did  Chrtll  die^  that  is^  expire  on  the  crofs,  by 
any  proper  a£t  of  his  own,  and  <not  as  the  natu* 
ral  confequence  of  his  crucifixion  ?  This  is  very 
far  from  any  thing  that  is  faid,  or  that  is  inti- 
mated, by  the  hiftorians ;  and  if  it  had  been  the 
faft,  would  have  reflefted  the  greatcft  dilhonour 
upon  him,  and  muft  have  had  a  very  bad  cfFeft 
with  rcfpeft  to  his  example  in  fufftring?  as  it 
would  have  been  faid,  that  he  exerted  a  power  to 
Ihorten  his  fufferings,  of  which  his  followers  were 
not  pofTeffed.  And  the  natural  fufpicion  wouki 
have  been,  that  by  the  fame  power  by  which  he 
jRiortened  his  fuffcrings  (putting  a  period  to  his 
own  life,  and  thereby  certainly  authorizing  fui- 
cide)  he  prevented  the  natural  efieft  of  fcourging 
and  crucifixion,  fo  as  to  have  felt  no  pain  at  all  in 
the  whole  of  the  tranfaftion.  Far  be  fach  thoughts 
as  thefe  from  thofe  who  profefs  to  re(peft  and  honour 
Chrift,  as  the  author  of  their  faitb^  and  the  pattern, 
they  propofe  to  follow^ 


You 
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•  You  fcem,  .however,  to  have  adopted;  this  idea 
<[>f  Cbfill  having  votuntariiy  difn^iiTcd.  his  fpirit» 
ftrange  as  it  appears  to  n\^,  Equally  diftonourable 
to  Chrifty  and  unfrieadly  lo  the  golpeL ,  Fpr  you 
fay.  Note,  p.  1 2(J,  •'  After  hanging  i)n  die  crofs 
'*  a  fafBcient  time,  and  crying  with  a  .k>ud  voice, 
**  1/  1/  fnijhedf  he  bowed  his  head,'  and-difmifled 
*•  his  fpirit  (wflipi3bw  to ,«vitfiaa).  This  was  dying 
^^  as  no  one  ever  difcd,  and  verified  his  declara- 
'^*  Qon>  that  no  one  took  his  life  from  him,  buc 
"  that  he  gave  it  up  of  himfelf.** 

.  .  ' ■• 

Od  this  fubjeft,  which  is  of  fome  importance^ 

I  wifh  to  make  a  few  obfcrvations. 

•  -  * 

i.  Had  itbeeh  the  real  opinion  of  the  writers 
of  the  gofpel  hiftory,  that  Chrift  voluntarily  dif-- 
mifled  his  own  fpirit,  and  did  not  die  as  other 
men  do,  by  the  exhaufting  of  what  may  be  called^ 
the  viial  power^f,  they  would  all  of  tbem^  haveex- 

*  prefled  themfel ves  fo  clearly,  as  to  have  put  the 
matter  out  of  doubt.  The  thing  was  fo  new, 
and  &  extraordinary,  that  not  one  of  them  would 
have  contented  himfel^  with  defcribing  the  fa^, 
in  fuch  language  as  could  have  led  any  one  to 

^conclude  that  he  might  have  died  as  other  men 

^.^d.      But  both  Mark  and  Luke,  defcribing  the 

cieath  of  ChriiR:,  firaply  fay,  «{«»*»«,  be  expired^  or 

*  ireatbed  bk  lafi, :  though  Matthew  fays,  (^w  to 
ifwfoi  and  John,  whom  you  qugte,  fays,  'sofcJftrtn  t« 
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2.  Ft^  you  looked  into  Wetttcin  on  Mat.  xxvrr. 
49.  you  wodd  have  fouAd  four  examples  of  hacuraf 
deaths  beii^  defcribed  by  heathen  writers,  iki  the 
fame  manner 'as  the  death  of  Chrift  is  defcribed 
by  Matthew  and  John.  Euripides  ufes  the  very 
lame  phrafe  with  Matthew,  <*jto  w  ^rnnufta.  In  two 
of  ^ian,  and  bne  of  Herodotus,  we  have  afni^  tw 
4WV.  '  In  the  Scptuagint,'  Gen.  xxxv.  18. '  the  death 
of  kacbel  is -defcribed  in  the  fame  martner,  »  w 
mfitvcu  aOmt  «njf  ^^^xw,  littrMy  wBcH  JlfC  idifinifed'her 

Jeul?  How  then  can  aliy  ftrcfs  be  laid  on  this 
phrafeology  ?  How  does  it  prove  that  no  one 
died  as  Cbrifl:  did  ? 

3.  I  would  farther  obferve,  that  if  the  con- 
'iiexion  between  the  bbdy  arid  -foiil  of  Chrift  -was 
'  of  the  iande  nature  with  that  which  fabltfls  be- 
'  twetn  the  bodies  ^nd  fouls  of  other  men  (and 
•as  his  pre-cxiftenr  fpirit  is  (iippofcd'to  have  fup- 
'pHcfd  the  phce  of  a  proper  human*  fotil,  one 
'  Would  imi^e  •  that  iSie  colinexion'  muft  have  *  t)e«l 
' of 'the  farhe  liatilrc)  its  agency  upon '1thc-l)6dy 

mun,    according  to  your  idea^    have  cea&d  it 
'  death* 

On  (he  "vrhoTe,  therefore,  we  iffe  abbnSftotlf  aii- 
thoVized  to  interpret  thevfcry  ftw  exp/reffions,'-din 
which  you  ky  fo  much  ftrcfs,  agreeably  to  tHc 
plain  and*  uniform  tenbr  of  fcriptufe  (iccdrdhig 
to  which  Chrift  Was  raifed  ffcfm'^the  dcaB  by  Ac 
power  of  God  bis  Father,  and  not  by  any*  pb^er 
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(^his  own)  as  only  importing  his  voluntary  ac- 
ceptance of  the  part  that  he  ade4  in  llCbj  with  % 
view  t<Tthe  ro^ard  that  he  was  to  have  (qt  it,  vo:- 
luntarily  fobmitf ipg  to  be  put  to,  deaths  in.  ordei; 
p  be^raifcd  again.  And  I  conclude,  that  what  he 
£ud  of  M  num  bavins^  fQwer  to  take  bis  life  from 
Um,  is  bcft  explained  by  his  decIaratio9j  that  h^ 
could  h^ve  prayed  to  the  Father,  whQ  wovld  hayc 
lent  hiiQ,  kgion3  of  angek  to  refcue  him,  and  not 
bf/ his  aiaiiner  of  expiring  on  the  crois. 

Strefi  has  been  I^d  on  the  circuqiftance  of 
Chrift  ^rjfiifg  ^itb  a  lo^d  voice  inioiediately  before 
he  expired,  and   on   Pilate's  wopdering  that  he 
(hould  have  been  fo  ibon  dead.     But  what  Chrift 
had  prcvioufly  fufFered  in  his  agony  in  the  garden  I 
Ihould  be  taken  into  confideration.     Such  diftrefs 
of  mind  as  he  muft  have  felt  (probably  through 
a  great  part  of  the  night,  which  he  paffed  without 
flecp)  and  v^hich  produced  great  drcps  offweat 
falling  to  the  ground  (even  though  they  Ihould  be 
fuppofed  not  to  have  been  drops  of  blood)  muft 
have  cxhaufted  him  very  much.     Such  terror  of 
mind  as  this  has  been  known,  of  itfelf,  to  occafion 
death.     No  wonder  then,  that  Chrift  was  not  able 
to  carry  his  crofs,  and  that  he  expired  before  the 
two  thieves.     As  to  the  loudnefs  ofhts  cry^  nothing 
is  more  common  than  great  excnions  of  any  kind 
before  death,  and  they  contribute  to  haften  death, 
by  cxhaufting  the  vital  ppwers. 
^  Y^i  When 
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When  you  fhall  have  confidered  all  thefe  cirr 
cumftantcs,  I  flatter  myfclf  that  you  will  fee  fuffi- 
cient  rcafon  to  be  fatisficd  that  Chrift  did  not  ac- 
celerate his  own  death.  To  think  that  he  died 
naturally,  znd  as  other  men  do,  in  and  by  torture, 
is  infinitely  more  honourable  to  him,  and  more 
favourable  to  chriftianity,  though  lefs  favourable 
to  your  peculiar  opinion  concerning  the  prc^ 
cxiftcnt  dignity  of  his  nature.  And  if  the  phrafc^ 
power  to  take  avsay  his  lifcj  clocs  not  mean  a  vo- 
luntary power  of  putting  an  end  tp  it,  the  corre-? 
fponding  phrafe,  power  to  take  it  again^  cannot  be 
conftrued  to  imply  a  power  of  raifing  himfc^ 
frpm  the  de^d, 


I  am^  &c^ 
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Of  the  Argument  for  the  pre-exifient  Dignity  of 
Chrififrom  particular  Pajfages  of  Scripture  fup- 
foftd  to  offer ty  or  to  imply  it, 

DearFriend, 

I  Am  rather  fifrprized  that  you  fhould  lay  any 
ftrefs  on  Chrift's  praying  for  tbt  glory  which 
he  bad  with  God  before  the  world  was,  p.  133,  when 
this  is  fo  naturally  interpreted  of  the  glory  that 
was  intended  hinci  before  the  world  was.  This 
glory  was  evidently  the  reward  of  what  he  did  in 
the  world,  and  not  of  any  thing  that  he  did  before 
he  came  into  it.  John  xvii.  4.  I  have  glorified  thee 
on  the  earthy  I  have  finijhed  the  work  which  thou 
gavejl  me  to  do,  yind  now,  O  fat  her ^  glorify  thou  me 
with  thine  ownfelf  with  the  glory  which  J  had  with 
thee  before  the  world  was^ 

Befides,  how  unnatural  muft  it.  be  to  fuppofe 
that  Chrift  could  have  any  occafion  to  pray  for  a 
degree  of  glory  of  which  he  was  pofleflcd  before  he 
came  into  the  world,  when  the  part  that  he  had 
afted  in  it  w^uld  naturally  entitle  him  to  fomc- 
thin^  more.    As  we  are  aflured  he  was  exalted^  fp 
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no  doubt^  he'  knew  the  divine  intention^  and  may 
be  fuppofed  to  have  had  that  ex^iU^tion  in  view  iit 
the  glory  for  which  he  prayed. 

If  wc  muft  interpret  the  language  of  fcripturc 
in  an  abfolutely  literal  manner^  we  mufl  adtniti  a^ 
I  have  fhewn  in  fome  of  the  former  letters,  not 
only  that  Chrift  exiftidy  but  aifq  that  he  was  Jlain^ 
before  the  foundation  of  the  world  i  and  not  only 
that  be  had  glory,  bpt  alfo  that  wf  )ud  glory  witH 
him  before  the  world  began^ 

You  make  it  an  argument  for  the  pre-exiften| 
dignity  of  Chrift,  p.  136,  that  Paul  fays,  2  Cpr, 
viii.  9.  Tekrum^the  grace  of  our  Lord  J efus  Chrift^ 
that  though  he  was  richy  yet  for  our  fakes  he  becami 
fQory  that  we  through  his  poverty  might  be  made 
rich.  "  When/',  ypufay,  *^  did  our  Lord  poffcfi^ 
**  riches  ?  When  did  he  exchange  riches  for  po- 
^*  verty,  in  order  to  make  us  rich  ?  In  this  world, 
^*  he  was  always  poor  and  pcrfecuted.*'  But  may 
not  a  man  be  faid  to  be  rich,  who  has  the  power  of 
being  fo,  or  is  fuppofed  to  have  that  power  ?  Now, 
Martha  fays  to  Chrift,  John  xi,  22.  1  know  that 
even  now,  whatfoever  thou  wilt  ofk  ofGcd,  God  will 
give  it  thee  j  and  he  himfelf  faid,  when  he  was  ap- 
prehended, that  he  could  have  prayed  to  his  pa- 
ther,  and  that  thereupon  he  would  have  fcnt  him 
legions  of  angels  to  rcfcue  him.  Was  not  this  to  be 
fich^  and  fowtrfiilf   And  plight  not  his  declining 
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fiid  aftual  pofleffion  of  riches  and  power,  which 
were  within  his  reach,  be  calle4  his  becoming  poor  f 

But  you  fay,  "  In  my  opinion,  the  moft  dccifive 
^  text  of  all  is  that  in  Phil.  ii.  5.  Let  the  fame 
^  ndnd  he  in  you  tba$  was  in  Cbrifty  wboj*  as  you 
pro^rly  tranflate  it  ^  being  in  the  form  of  God^  did 
^^  not  covet  to  be  honoured  as  God;  but  made  bimfelfof 
^  no  reputation^  and  took  upon  him  the  form  of  afer^ 
^  vant^  and  was  made  in  the  Ukenefs  of  men.  And 
^^'beingfoHndinfafbionasa  man j  be  bumbled  bimf elf ^ 
*'  and  became  obedient  unto  deatb^  even  tbe  deatb  of 
^*  Sbe  crofSf  Wherefore  God  hath  alfo  highly  exalted 
^^  IriMj  and  given  him  a  name  which  is  above  every 
'*  name  I  that  at  the  name  of  J  ejus  every  knee  fhould 
^*  bo^^  of  things  in  heaven^  and  things  in  earthy  and 
•*  thif^s  tender  the  earth ;  and  that  every  tongue 
^'ftMfuld  confefs  that  Jejus  Ckriji  is  Lord^  to  the 
^  glory  of  God  the  Father,'' 

After  reciting  the  Socinian  interpretation  of  this 
pff*gc>  you  ^d,  p,  138,  "  It  is  natural  to  aflc, 
^*  here^  when  did  Chrift  diveft  himfclf  of  the  power 
"  of  working  nniracles  ?  The  gofpel  hiftory  tells 
•*  us  that  he  retained  it  to  the  laft,  and  that  he  W4S 
^*  never  more  diftinguifhed  than  when,  at  his  cru-^ 
''  cifixion^  the  earth  fhook|  the  rocks  Were  Iplit, 
^*  and  the  fun  was  darkened^  Indeed,  the  turn 
^^  and  ftrufture  of  this  paflage  are  fuch,  that  I  find 
^*  it  impoflible  not  to  believe,  that  the  humiliation 
^*  of  Chrift,  which  St.  Paul  had  in  view,  was  not 

^hii 
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^*  his  ei^changing  one  condition  on  earth  for  an* 
**  other,  but  his  exchanging  the  glory  he  had  with 
*^  God  before  the  world  was,  for  the  condition  of 
^^  a  man,  and  leaving  that  glory  to  encounter  the 
♦*  difficulties  of  human  life,  and  to  fuflfer  and  die 
^*  on  the  crofs.     This  was  in  truth,   an  event 

<<  worthy  to  be  held  forth  to  the  admiration  of 
♦*  chriftians," 

Indeed,  had  fuch  an  extraordinary  event  as  this 
really  taken  place,  it  certainly  would  have  been 
aflferted  with  unequivocal  clearnefs,  have  been  fre- 
quently repeated,  and  have  been  dwelt  upon,  as  its 
importance  required.  But  becaufe  it  is  no  where 
clearly  offer ted^  and  much  lefs  dwelt  upon  by  the  ia- 
cred  writers,  I  cannot  perfuade  myfclf  that  any 
fuch  thing  ever  took  place.  For  whatever  you 
may  infer  from  this  paffage,  the  apoftle  neither 
here,  nor  elfewhere,  plainly  fays  that  Chrift  exifted 
before  he  was  born  in  this  world. 

Whatever  be  meant  by  the  phrafe  the  form  of 
Godj  whether  the  power  of  working  miracles,  or 
any  thing  elfe,  we  are  not  told  that  he  was  pof- 
feffed  of  it  before  his  birth.  To  affirm  that  he 
was,  is  not  interpreting  fcripture,  but  adding  to  it. 
And  as  the  fame  exaltation  of  Chrift,  which  you 
make  to  be  the  reward  of  this  degradatioKy  is  al- 
y^ays  faid  to  have  been  the  reward  o(  his  fuffering 
qf  death i  we  are,  in  my  opinion,  abundantly  au- 
thprifec}  tp  conclude,  that  thefc  two  circumftancps, 
4  which 
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which  had  the  fame  confequences,  were  the  fame 
thitigs^  let  the  terms  in  which  they  are  ezprefled 
\k  ever  fo  different* 

You  aflc,  <^  When  did  Chrift  diveft  himfelf  of 
^  the  power  of  working  miracles  ?"  I  anfwcr, 
that  he  ceafed  to  exert  this  power  (which>  to  all 
the  purpofes  of  the  prefent  queftion,  is  the  fame 
thing  with  divefting  himfelf  of  it)  when  hc^  volun- 
tarily yielded  himfelf  up  into  the  power  of  his 
enemies;  though^  as  he  affures  us,  he  might  have 
prayed  to  the  Father,  and  he  would  have  fent 
l^ions  of  angels  to  refcue  him  out  of  their  hands. 
And  however  his  death  was  diftinguiihed  by  m^-* 
racles,  which  God  thought  proper  to  work  for 
that  purpofe,  it  -does  not  appear  that  he  himfelf 
was  in  the  fmalleft  degree  inftrumental  in  work- 
ing them ;  and  they  did  not  fave  him  from  deaths 
or  alleviate  his  fufferiqgs  io  the  k^«^ 

Confidering  the  amazing  difference  between 
die  appearance  of  Jefus  when  ftilling  the  waves 
of  the  fea,  giving  fight  to  the  blind,  and  raifing 
the  dead,  and  that  of  the  fame  perfon  in  the  hands 
of  his  enemies,  and  hanging  on  a  crofs  j  furely 
it  is  not  too  much  to  defcribe  the  former,  by 
faying,  th^t  he  was  in  $be  form  of  Gody  and  the 
latter  by  faying  he  was  in  ihcform  ofajlave ;  cru- 
cifixion being  the  death  to  which  flaves  were 
iif^ally  put,    I  therefore  fee  no  r^afon  to  be  ^if- 
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fatisfied  with  the  interpretation  which  the  Sogi* 
nians  ufually  put  upon  this  celebrated  text ;  nor 
do  I  think  it  to  be  in  the  lead  degree  favourable 
%q  ;he  Arian  hypotbefis. 

I  am^  &c« 
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Of  the  Argument  for  the  fuperkr  Nature  of  Cbrijt 
from  bis  raffing  the  Dead^  and  Judging  ibe  fVorld^ 


I 


Dear  Friend, 

Now  conre  to  the  conlideration  of  two  circum* 
fiances,  on  which  you  have  laid  veiy  great 
{Irefs,  as  inconteftably  proving  that  Chrift  mufi: 
have  had  powers  fuperior  to  thofe  of  nnan,  and 
confequently  have  been  of  a  nature  fuperior  to 
that  of  man;  I  mean  his  being  defined  to  raifs 
the  deady  zr\d  judge  the  world  at  the  laft  day»  On 
this  fubjeft  you  exprefs  yourfelf  with  peculiar 
energy,  and  an  air  of  triumph. 

*'  The  fcripturcs,"  you  fay,  p.  146,  ^^  tell  us 
^  that  Chrift,  after  his  refurreftion,  became  Lord 
^^  of  the  dead  and  living,  that  he  had  all  power 
^*  given  him  in  heaven  and  in  earth,  that  angels 

"  were 
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^  were  made  fbl]^fi;  to  him,  and  that  he  is  here- 

*  after  to  raift  all  the  dead,  to  judge  the  world, 

*  and  to  finilh  the  (cheme  of  the  divine  moral 
"  government  with  reipeft  to  this  earth,  by  con- 
''  ferring  eternal  happinefs  on  all  the  virtuous,  an4 
^puniftiing  the  wicked  with  cverlafting  dcftruc- 
**rion. — Confider  whether' fuch  an  elevation  of  ji 

*  mere  man  is  credible,  or  even'poflible.  Can  it  j 
"  be  believed  that  a  mere  man  could  be  advanced 
''  at  once  fo  high,  as  to  be  above  angels,  and  to 
^  be  qtialified  to- rule  and  judge  this'wof^d  ?  Doeli 
**  not  this  contradifi:  all  that  we  fee,  or  can  con- 
•*  ceive,  of  the  ofdcr  of  God*s  workis  ?  Do  not 
*^  all  beings  rife  gradually,  one  ac^rrif|tion  layin'g 
**thc  foundation  of  another,  and  preparing  for 
•'  higher  acquifitions  ?  What  would  you  think, 
**  Wfere  you  told  that  a  child  juft  bom,  inftcad  df 
**gi«jwing  Kke  all  other  human  creatures,  had 
^^ffiarted  at  once  to  complete  manhood,  and  thc^ 
•*  ^^nrcrnmeftt  of  an  empire.  This  is  nothing  to 
"*the  fa£t  I  am  cohfideringj  The  power,  in  paYti- 
•*  cuilar;  which  the  fcriptures  teach  us  that  Chrilt 
•'poflclTcs,  of  raifiirg  to  life  all  who  have 'died, 
**  and  all  ^ho  will  die,  is  equivalent  to  the  pow6r 
•*  of  creating  a  world.  How  inconfiftSht  is  it  to 
•'allow  to  him  one  of  tho/e  powers,  and  at  the 
'* Tame  time  to  queftioh  whether  he  could  have 

*  poffeiBcdthe  other  ?--^6kllow 'that  he  is  tore- 
^'ftorcf  and  new  ereiate  this  :^orld,  and  yet  to  deny 
'-^that  he  toight  have  t)eeh'God's  ageiit  in  origi- 

!^iiaUy'foi4ni»g'it?'^.     * 

I  waft 
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t  wfts  not  willing  to  abridgcany  part  of  thij 
fine  paffage,  to  fticw  that  I  am  not  afraid  to  meet 
the  full  force  of  your  ailment.  I  fhall  not^ 
however,  attempt  to  anfwer  this  piece  of  eloquence 
(for  fuch  it  is)  by  a  fimllar  one.  -  In  that  1  Ihould 
fail.  But  I  (hall  take  the  liberty  to  analytic  it> 
and  interpret  one  fcripture  expreflion  by  another. 
Now^'  there  are  but  two  particulars  of  much  confer 
quence,  in  which  the  great  power  and  prerogative 
of  Chrift  are  here  faid  to  cpnfift;  one  is  that  of  raif- 
ing  the  deady  and  theotlier  that  of  judging  the  world. 

As  to  theformer>  you  will  hardly  lay  that  Chrift 
will  bereafier  raifc  the  dead  by  any  other  power 
than  that  by  which  he  raifed  them  when  he  was 
on  earth  j  and  this^  you  have  acknowledgedi  not 

'  to  have  been  by  any  power  properly  bis  own,  but 
that  of  his  Father,  who  was  in  him,  or  afted  by 

:  hitn.  And  in  the  fame  manner  you  cannot  d^ny, 
but  that  he  was  in,  or  afted  by,  other  mere  nicn* 
For  fome  of  the  old  prophets  raifed  the  dead  Jbe- 
fore  Chrift,  as  did  the  apoftles  after  him..  JPfom 
this  circumftance,  therefore,  we  are  not  obliged 
to  infer  that  Chrift  was  of  a  nature* fuperior  iO 
that  of  man*  _ 

Chrift  is  alfo  fald  to  Judge  the  worlL    But 

whatever  knowledge  may  be  requifite  to  his  doing 

,  t bis y  TCiTLy  he  as  cafily  imparted  by  God,  as  the 

power  of  raifing  the  dcadj  though  when  you  b^ 

that  his  qualifications  for  difch^ging  this  office 

*    w«r« 
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ipwc  s^xnrcd /trddenfy,  you  overlook  the  long 
jBtcrval  between  hts  afcenfxon  and  his  fecond 
coming,  in  which  yon  cannot  fuppofe  that  he  i» 
doing  and  learning  nothing. 

However,  if  we  interpret  the  fcriptures  by 
diemfejves,  you  mull  acknowledge  that  this  of- 
fice of  judging  the  worlds  in  whatever  it  confifts, 
•and  in  whatever  manner  it  be  difcharged,  is  no 
more  peculiar  to  Chrtil  than  that  of  raifmg  the 
dead*    Our  Saviour  himfelf  fays.  Matt.  xix.  28. 
VirUf  I  fay  untoyou^  that  ye  who  have  followed  me 
M  the  regeneration^  when  the  fon  of  man  fball  fit  in 
ihe.  throne  of  his  glory ^  ye  alfo  JhaU  Jit  upon  twekue 
thrones,  judging  the  twelve  tribes  of  Ifraei.    And 
the  apoftle  Paul  fays,  1  Cor.  vi.  2.  Do  ye  not  knovf 
tiki  the  faints  JhaU.  judge  the  world — Know  ye  not 
\thH  we  foaU  judge  angels  ?    Whatever  fuperiority 
to  angels  is*  ever  faid  to  be  given  to  Chritb,  is 
bem  fufficiendy  intimated  to  be  given  to  all  chrii^ 
^ans.     For  the  ^r^on  judging  is  certainly  fuperior 
to  the  perfony/i^Hfi. 

■  '  •  ■         ^    « .  • 

You  may  fay,  that  we  are  to  underftand  the 

•trm  judging  literally  with  refpedt  to  Chrift,  btft 

figuratively  with  refpedt  to  his  difciples.    But 

diis  is  quite  arbitrary,  and  unauthorized.     Judg- 

-ing  the  world,  therefore,  is  no  proof  of  a  nature 

•fcperior  to  that  of  man.    Nay,  fo  far  is  this  bO- 

vfittfs  ofjm^h^  from  being  confidered  as  a  proof 

0f  a  JkffrUrnafurfyth^^ur  Saviour  himfelf  .rV 

':  prcfents 
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prefents  it  as  peculiarly  proper  to  him  as  a  niaUi 
John  V.  27.  And  bath  gi*oen  him  authority  to  exicmti 
judgment  atfoy  becauje  be  is  the  Jon  of  man.  Not  to 
the  Arian  will  fay,  but  bccaufe  he  is  thcyi»  ofGad^ 
and  was  fo  before  all  worlds.  But  this  is  being 
leife  above  wbat  h  written. 

In  this  manner  it  is  ea/ily  ihewn)  that^  whatever 

'^loryy  or  power,  is  attributed  to.  Chrift  in  the  fcrip-t 

'tures,  the  fame  in  kind ,  if  not  in  degree,  is  afcribed 

.to  all  his  difciples,  and  cfpecially  his  apoftles. 

Indeed,  this  is  fully  aflerted  in  general,  but  very 

cxpreffive  terms,  by  our  Savigtir  hinifelfj  in  his 

'lalt  folemn  prayer,*  in  which  he  fays^  John  xvii.  22. 

jind  the  glory  which  thougavejl  me,  I  have-givM 

them,  that  they  may  be  one^  as  we  are  one.     The 

apoftle  Paul  alfo  fays,  Rom.  y\\u  17.  AndifclriU' 

dren  then  heirs,  heirs  of  God,  and  joint  heirs  mitb 

Chrift ;  iffo  be  that  wefuffer  with  him,  that  we  may 

be  glorified  together.     From  this  it  is  impoffible  to 

colle£t  any  idea  of  difference,  except  iti^  preeedinee^ 

of  Beings  of  the  fame  rank.     On  thia  idea  ChriA 

is  ftiled  our  elder  brother.    But  how  could  he  be 

confidered  as  our  brother,  if  he  was  our  maker  ? 

^he  difference  would  be  far  too<great  to  adnttt 

-of  any  fuch  compariibn^ 

Thus,  I  imagine,  I  have  in  fome  meafure^^fi« 
fwcred  your  demand,  in .  the  Note,  p.  ♦  1 30,  i  .in 
which,  iafter  exhibiting  what  may  be  called  tbeUw 
Spcinian  fcbme,  *^  i)?hich  «loac/ v  you  fay,  ^*  is  t«- 

•<  ablest 
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•*  able,**  you  add,  *'  The  confequence  of  thus  low- 

•*  ering  Chrift  before  his  death,  is  the  neceflity  of 

*^  lowering  him  likewife  fince  his  death.    And 

**  accordingly  this  able  writer,  whofe  candour  ap« 

^  pears  to  be  fuch  as  will  not  fuffer  him  to  evade 

**  any  fair  inference  from  his  opinions,  has  far-> 

'*  ther  intimated,  that  Chrift's  judging  the  world 

^  may  mean  lefs  than  is  commonly  believed,  and 

^perhaps  the  fame  that  is  meant,   i  Cor«  vi«  a. 

*'  where  it  is  faid  that  the  /ainis  are  to  judge  the 

'*  vnrld.    I  hope  that  fome  time  or  other  he  will 

^'  have  the  goodncfs  to  oblige  the  public  by  ex-- 

plaining  himfelf  on  this  fubjeft;  and  when  he 

does,  I  hope  he  will  farther  ihew  how  much 

''  lefs  than  is  commonly  believed  we  are  to  un« 

"  dcrftand  by  Chrift's  raiftng  the  world  from  the 

«'  dead.'' 

If  by  Chrift*s  raifing  men  from  the  dead  here^ 
after,  you  underftand  a  raifing  them  by  a  power 
different  from  that  by  which  he  raifed  them  here, 
viz.  a  power  that  may,  in  any  proper  fenfe,  be 
called  bis  own,  which  you  fometimes  feem  to  ap- 
prehend, and  which  indeed  your  argument  re- 
quires, my  idea  of  it  is  very  different  from  yours. 
But  then  I  think  you  will  not  ealily  find  any  au« 
thority  for  your  opinion  in  the  fcriptures. 

There  muft  always  be  great  uncertainty  In  the 
interpretation  of  prophecies  not  yet  fulfilled.  We 

L  cannot 
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cannot,  therefore,  expeft  to  underfland  what  is 
mcani  bv  the  yihrsifc  Judging  the  world  by  Chriji^  or 
by  the  faints ;  but  it  is  very  poflible  that  it  may  be 
Something  very  different  from  what  the  literal 
meaning  of  the  words  would  convey  to  us.  Per- 
haps neither  the  faints,  nor  Chrift,  will  then  difcovcr 
any  greater  difccrnment  of  charaftcrs  than  all  men, 
even  rhofe  who  (hall  then  be  judged,  will  be  pof- 
fcfTed  of;  in  confequencc  of  which  every  pcrfon 
prefent  may  be  fatisfitd,  from  his  own  infpcftion, 
fis  It  were,  that  every  charafter  is  juftly  difcrimi- 
nated,  and  the  condition  of  all  perfons  properly 
determined;  all  having  the  fame  intuitive  know- 
ledge of  thcmfclves,  and  of  each  other;  all 
equally  judging  from  the  appearances  which  will 
then  be  prefented  to  them.  Indeed,  a  general 
convidion  of  the  equity  of  the  proceedings  of 
that  great  day,  fcems  to  require  this  general 
knowledge. 

You  exprefs  much  furprize  at  the  Socinian  in- 
terpretation of  the  fcriptures,  and  I,  in  my  turn, 
cannot  help  exprefling  fomc  furprize,  that  the 
comparifon  of  fome  prophetic  phrafes  of  fcripturc 
with  the  fulfilment  of  them,  (hould  not  have  led 
•you  to  fufpedt  that  much  lc6  than  the  words 
literally  intimate  may  be  intended  by  what  is  faid 
of  the  world  being  judged  by  Chrift.  I  (hall  re- 
call to  your  attention  two  prophecies,  as  they  may- 
be termed,  of  this  kind. 

When 
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When  God  appointed  Jeremiah  to  be  a  pro- 
phet, he  faid,  Jer.  i.  10.  See,  I  have  this  day  J\t 
tbee  over  thd  nations y  and  over  the  kingdoms y  to  root 
outy  and  to  pull  down^  and  to  deftroy^  and  to  throw 
do'ny  to  huildy  and  to  plant.  D6  not  thefe 
phrafes,  literally  interpreted,  imply  that  as  much 
power  was  giVen  to  Jeremiah  in  this  world,  as 
is  ever  faid  to  be  given  to  Chrift  in  the  next  ? 
And  yet  we  aie  facisfied,  that  all  that  was  me-nt 
by  them  was,  that  by  him  God  w.:uld  fignify  his 
intentions  concerning  what  be  would  do  wich 
refpeft  to  various  nations  in  the  neighbourhood 
cf  Judea,  and  ihat  Jeremiah,  [  crfonally  confi- 
deied,  had  no  more  power  than  any  other  man. 

Our  Lord  faid  to  Peter,  Matt.  xvi.  19.  I  i;;ill 
give  unto  thee  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  h  aven^  and 
viibatfoever  thoujhalt  l/ind  on  eauh  JIj^iU  be  bound  in 
heaven  J  and  wbatfoever  thou  /halt  looje  on  iarth^  fljall 
ht  hoftd  in  heaven.  To  appearance,  this  was  giv- 
ing Peter  more  power  than  v/is  given  to  Jtre- 
miah.  But  if  we  conf^icr  whit  v/as  a6luallv 
done  by  Peter,  and  the  othrr  apoftles  (for  the 
fame  power  is  clfewhere  j^ivcn  to  them  aH)  wc 
ftall  find  that  much  Icfs  was  intended  by  this 
phrafeology,  than  the  literal  import  of  it  mi^hc 
lead  us  to  imagine. 

Interpreters  differ  wi'.h  rcf^eft  to  its  mean- 
ing. But  it'  is  evident  that,  at  the  m  >ft:,  it 
could  only  mean  the  apoftles  being  empowered 

Li  to 
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to  fignify  the  will  of  God,  and  to  pronounce 
what  be  would  do;  as  when  Peter  paffed  feth- 
tenet  upon  Simon,  Ads  viii.  ao.  and  upon  Sap- 
phira.  For  thefe  are  the  greateft  a£ts  of  power 
that  we  ever  find  to  have  been  exercifed  by  Pe- 
ter, or  any  of  the  apofUes.  But  this  was  no 
power  of  fbeir  own.  Neither,  therefore,  are  wc 
authorized,  from  the  language  of  fcriprure,  to  in- 
fer that  Chrift  will  hereafter  exercife  any  more 
power  than  he  did  on  earth,  which*  was  no  more 
than  any  other  man,  aided  as  he  was  by  God> 
might  have  exercifed. 

I  am,  &c. 


L    E    T    T    E    R      X. 

Of  tbi  Hypotbefis  tvhicb  makes  Cbrtji  to  be  *a  men 
MaHi  naturally  as  fallible,  and  as  peccabU,  as  otber 
Men. 


Dear  Fri£N2>, 

Y  O  U  exprefs  much  furprize  at  my  fuppofing 
Chrift  to  bt  naturally  peccable  and  fallible. 
But  the  maxims  on  which  this  is  advanced  with 
refped  to  him,  you  mttft  admit  to  be  juft,  when 
applied  to  any  pther  man  appearing  in  the  cha* 

rafter 
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rafter  of  a  prophet;  and,  therefore,  till  it  be 
proved  that  he  is  more  than  man,  they  muft  ap- 
ply to  him  alio.  They  are  thefe,  viz.  that  no  man 
claiming  a  divine  miflTion  is  to  be  confidered  as 
iDj])/rA/ farther  than  he  himfclf  profeffesto  be  fo, 
than  the  objeft  of  his  miflion  requires,  and  than 
he  proves  that  he  is  by  the  working  of  miracles; 
and  that,  with  regard  to  other  things,  not  con- 
neded  with  the  objeA  of  his  n^ifflon,  and  which 
he  does  not  aflert  to  be  parts  of  the  revelation 
communicated  to  him,  there  is  no  ground  to  fup- 
pofe  him  to  hare  more  knowledge  than  any  other*" 
man,  who  is,  in  other  refpefts,  in  the  fame  cir- 
cimftances. 

The  doftrine  of  univerjal  infpirationj  or  that  of 
any  man  being  p6fleircd  of  a//  knowledge,  is  ma- 
nifcftly  extravagant,  and  would  never  have  been 
ftppofed  of  Chrift,  any  more  than  of  Mofes,  if  ic 
had  not  been  imagined  that  he  was  naturally  fu- 
p^i(>f  to  Mcfes,  and  therefore  had  means  of 
knowledge  which  Mofes  had  not.  If  you  confider 
the  objeft  of  the  miflTion  of  Chr'ift,  you  muft,  I 
fliould  think,  be  fenfible^  that  it  did  not  require 
more  natural  power,  phyfical  or  moral,  than  that 
cf  othcrr  men,  and  therefore  nothing  is  gaintd  l)y 
fuppofing  liim  to  have  more.  And  much  will  be 
loft,  if  any  m  jrks  of  ignorance,  cr  of  infirmity, 
ftould  bedifcovered  in  hiuu  In  tfiat  cafe,  >\c 
ftall  load  the  defeilrt  of  thriftiftftity  with  ncedlcfj 

dlfiieultits. 

L  J  Ag  in^ 
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Again,  if  other  prophets  might  be  ignorant  of 
many  things  relating  to  themfcives,  why  might 
not  Chrift  alfo?  As  to  his  underftanding  all 
preceding  prophecies,  we  are  no  where  told  that 
he  was  infpired  wirh  that  knowledge,  and  there- 
fore he  might  apply  them  as  his  country nien 
of  that  age  generally  did,  and  as  we  perceive 
that  the  a[  oftles,  who  were  likcwife  prophets,  did 
afterwards.  Bui  this  fubjeft  is  ^pretty  largely 
difcuffed  in  the  Theological  Rep(Jii^ryy  and  I  can- 
not help  wifhing  that  yoy  had  not  only  quo.ed  the 
fcntlments  there  advanced,  which,  at  the  firfl 
propofal,  cannot  but  appear  offenfive,  and  alarm- 
ing, but  had  alfo  exatr.ined  the  arguments  there 
alleged  in  defence  of  them. 

You  lay  the  greateft  ftrefs  on  the  immaculatenejs 
of  Chrift* s  charaSeVy  as  an  argument  for  his  fupcrxor 
nature.  But  though  you  profefs  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  language  of  fcripture,  you  produce 
no  paffage  in  which  his  ftnUJfmJs  is  exprefled  in 
ilronger  terms  than  that  of  other  good  men,  be-  , 
fore  and  after  him.  If  his  nature  was  fb  imma- 
culaUy  as  that  no  temptation  could  have  any  effeA 
upon  him,  why  was  he  expofed  to  temptation  ? 
This  would  then  hrve  been  as  abfurd  as  for  God 
himfelf  to  have  been  imptid  with  evil. 

That  Chrift  had  all  the  natural  WeaknefTes  of 
human  nature,  both  of  body  and  mind^  is  evident 
from  the  whole  pf  his  hiftory  s   and  if  fo,  it  was 

impo0ible 
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impoflible  that  he  fhould  have  been  naturally  im- 
peccable. In  this  Cife  there  would  have  been  no 
merit  in  his.refifting  temptation ;  and  his  example 
is  very  improperly  urged  upon  ii5?,  except  in  the 
fame  fcnfe  as  that  in  which  the  example  of  God 
himfelf  is  propofed  to  us;  where.is  it  is  evident, 
that  the  facred  writers  hud  verv  different  ideas  of 
the  nature  and  ufc  of  th jfe  two  examples. 

Was  it  poifible  that  the  aurhor  of  the  epiftlc 
to  the  Hebrews  fhould  have  had  the  idea  that 
you  have  of  the  natural  ftrength  of  Chrift's  mind, 
when  he  faid  of  him,  Heb.  v.  7.  Who  in  the  days 
'cfbisflejh  offered  up  prayers  and  fupplicalions,  with 
ftrong  crying  and  tearsy  unto  him  that  was  able  tojave 
him  Jrom  deaths  and  was  heard  in  that  be  feared. 
Though  he  were  ajon^yet  learned  he  obedience  by  the 
things  Ufbtch  hejuffered.  What  can  be  more  evi- 
dent from  this  defcription,  than  that  the  writer 
confidered  Chrift  to  have  be  n  naturally  as  weak 
as  other  men,  and  that  he  felt  himfrlf  to  be  fo? 

Was  this  ftrong  crying  and  tears,  in  the  view  of 
approaching  death,  what  might  be  expefted  from 
the  creator  and  governor  of  the  world  ?  The 
hiftory  of  the  agony  in  the  garden,  though  it  does 
infinite  honour  to  Chrift  as  a  man^  is  certainly  art 
abundant  confutation  of  any  opinion  concerning 
his/uperior  nature^  and  pre-exiftent  dignity. 
-.     ^  1-4  You 
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You  likevife  make  the  miraculous  cofueptian  of 
Jefus  as  well  as  his  immaculate  nature,  an  argu<* 
ment  for  his  pre-exiftcnt  dignity.  Thcfc  two 
circumftances  are  indeed  generally  urged  as  proofs 
of  each  other.  For  my  own  part,  I  fcruple  not 
to  fay,  that  I  confider  them  both  as  equally  dcfti* 
tutc  of  proper  evidence;  and,  moreover,  that 
neither  of  them  would  be  of  any  advantage  to  the 
chriftian  fcheme,  if  they  could  be  proved.  With 
refpeft  to  the  miraculous  conception,  I  fliall  only 
obferve  here,  as  I  have  done  elfcwhere,  that  if  the 
circumftance  of  having  no  bumau  fathir^  be  an 
argument  for  a  fuperior  and  immaculate  nature  in 
Chrift,  the  fame  thing,  with  the  addition  of 
liaving  no  human  mother^  muft  be  allowed  to 
be  as  good  an  argument  for  a  fuperior  and  imma« 
culate  nature  in  Adam,  And  yet  he  was  4  mere 
man,  and  naturally  as  liable  to  fin  as  any  of  bis 
poftcrity. 

You  fay,  and  very  juftly,  of  this  abfoluce  im- 
maculatenefs  of  charader,  p,  128,  "  it  is  incon- 
*^  ceivable  that  it  ihould  have  belonged  to  a  mere 
*^  man,"  and  this  you  well  illuftrate  in  the  Note« 
But  if  you  reflect  that  your  %^j  is  a  crtaied,  and 
therefore  an  impirfiff  Being,  you  mufl  allow  that» 
ilri£ily  fpieaking,  even  be  cannot  be  immaculate, 
any  mofe  than  he  can  be  omnipotent,  or  ornni^ 
fcient.    It  is  the  prerogative  of  God  only,  that 

great 
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grett  Being,  who  only  is  holy,  and  who  cburges  bis 
^mgels  with  folly. 

If  abfolute  perfeftion  of  moral  charaftcr  be 
occeflary  to  that  of  our  redeemer ^  wc  muft  both  of 
us  go  back  to  Athanafianifm.  But  if  that  be 
iinpoflibIe>  why  (hould  we  acquiefce  in  an  imper- 
ft&  angelic  being,  rather  than  in  an  imperfedl: 
man  I  efpecially  as  it  may  eafily  be  conceited, 
that  a  man  liice.  ourfelves,  incident  to  the  imper- 
fr&ions  of  other  men,  is,  in  federal  refpeAs,  bet* 
ttr  adapted  to  be  an  example  to  us,  than  any  Being 
<^a  nature  fuperior  to  ours. 

You  acknowledge  that  there  is  fome  advantage 
ia  that  hypothefia  which  reprefents  Chrift  as  a 
man,  who  had  not  naturally  any  advantage  over 
other  men.  "  Some,"  you  fay  (p.  152,  Note) 
•*  have  lowered  him  into  a  man,  ignorant  and 
'*  peccable,  and  no  way  diftinguilhed  from  the 
•*  common  men  of  his  time,  except  by  being 
•«  infpired.  And  this,  I  am  fenfible,  by  bring- 
^  ing  him  down  more  to  our  own  level,  makes 
•'  his  exanople  in  fome  rcfpeds  more  an  encou- 
"  ragement  to  us,  and  more  fit  to  be  propofed  to 
"  our  imitation/*  Now,  it  is  certain  that  the 
example  of  Chrift,  efpecially  in  his  humiliation 
and  fuffcrings,  is  frequently  propofed  to  us.  It 
cannot,  therefore,  be  any  difadvantagc  to  a  fcheme 
that  gives  fo  important  an  exhortation  its  greateft 

force. 

That 
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That  Socinus  himfelf,  and  others  who  have 
been  called  after  his  name^  fhpuld  have  held 
an  opinion  concerning  Chrift  very  different  from 
that  v^hich  I  have  adopted,  is  as  eafily  accounted 
for,  as  that  Dr.  Clarke  ihould  have  adopted  an 
opinion  concerning  the  legos  much  higher  than 
that  which  you  contend  for.  After  Chrift  had/ 
for  feveral  ages  been  generally  conQdered  i^s  the 
fuprcme  God,  and  the  proper  objeft  of  worfliip, 
it  might  be  difcovered  that  he  was  a  created  Be- 
ing, and  even  a  man,  and  yet  it  might  be  thought 
going  too  far,  not  to  admit  that  this  created 
Being,  or  this  man,  might  be  the  appointed  me- 
dium, through  whom  our  prayers  were  to  be  pre- 
fented  to  the  almighty  Father,  efpecially  as  be  is 
called  a  mediator,  and  an  bigb-prieji. 

In  the  fanie  manner,  after  admitting  that  Chrift 
was  a  mere  man,  and  not  the  obje£t  of  any  wpr- 
ihip,  it  might  be  thought  too  degrading  to  him, 
not  to  fuppofe,  that  a  man  fo  diflinguiflied  by 
God  as  he  was,  and  brought  into  the  world  in  fo 
extraordinary  a  manner,  as  he  was  believed. to 
be,  had  not  fome  peculiar  privileges  above  thofe 
of  other  men,  and. other  prophets,  asthiofeofhis 
being  naturally  infallible^  and  impeccable.  It  is  no 
wonder  that  it  fhould  be  fome  time  before  even 
Socinians  began  to  think  that  there  was  nothing 
in  the  chriftian  fcheme  that  required  this  unique  of 
a  man,  and  that  they  fhould  have  embarrafted  their 
bypothefis,  rather  than  purfue  it  to  its  proper 

confcquences. 
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cODTcquences^  when  they  appeared  fo  very  alarm* 

Bot  now^  finding  this   alarm  to  be  founded 

!     OD  mere  prejudice,  and  that  the  caufe  of  it  has 

r    to  exiftence  in  reafon,   or  the   fcripture,    uni« 

I     tvians  in  general   will,  I  doubt  nor,  acquiefce 

;     mthat  opinion   concerning  Chrift  which  makes 

their  hypothefis  truly  uniform,   confident,    and 

ibundaiuly   lefs  exceptionable,  viz.   that  which 

JQQ  hold  out  as  an  obje6£  of  aftoni(hment  in  the 

notes  to  your   Sermons.    In   the  Theological  Re- 

f^ory  this  hypothefis  is  fairly  propofed,  and  de- 

fouled ;  and  there  I  wi(h  to  fee  it  difpafiionately 

difcuflcd.   . 


I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER     XI. 
Of  the  Defign  ofCbriJl's  Miffion. 

DearFribnd, 

I  Do  not  chufe  to  conGder  largely  what  you  ca 
the  other  part  of  the  Socinian  hypothefisj  vi: 
that  which  relates  to  tht  end  $f  Cbrifi^s  ndffioi 
with  refped  to  which  you  Tay^  p.  86,  that  '^  ti 
^*  not  only  declared,  but  obtainedj  the  availabk 
^'  nefs  of  repentance  to  pardon,'*  having  airead 
advanced  all  that  is  in  my  power  on  this  fubje£ 
in  my  Hiftory  of  the  Corruptions  of  Chrijlianity. 
fhall  therefore  content  my  (elf  with  making  a  ver 
few  obfervations. 

I.  If  what  you  lay  down  above  be  true, 
Chrifl  came  to  obtain  the  availablenefs  of  repent 
ance  to  pardon,  is  it  not  rather  extraordinary,  ths 
this,  which  muft  have  been  the  great  and  princips 
end  of  his  coming,  ihould  not  have  been  an 
nounced  by  any  of  the  ancient  prophets. 

•  2.  If  this  had  been  the  great  end  of  Chrift' 
miflion,  would  it  not  have  been  declared  to  be  I 
by  John  the  Baptift,  by  our  Saviour  himfelf,  or  a 
leaft  by  fomeof  the  apoftles,  and  in  fuch  languag 
as  could  not  have  been  mifunderftood  ? 

3-^ 
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3.  If  iuch)  indeed,  was  the  true  caufe  of  Chrift's 
incarnation,  is  it  not  extraordinary  that  it  (hould 
jjot  have  been  thought  of  by  any  of  the  chriftian 
Fathers,  or  heretics;  and  that  the  idea  (hould 
never  have  been  ftarted  till  a  late  period,  as  I 
Have  (hewn  in  my  Hiftory  of  the  Corruptions  6fCbr if- 
tmmty? 

4.  The  Divine3eing  is  declared  to  be  as  mer- 
.  dfol  to  repenting  finners  in  the  Old  Teftamcnt  as 

in  die  New,  and  without  reference  to  any  future 
event 

5.  Our  Saviour,  giving  an  account  of  the  mif- 
fioflt  of  the  preceding  prophets,  and  of  his  own, 
in  their  order,  certainly  reprefents  the  great  ob- 
jeft  of  their  mifliohs  to  be  the  fame.  Matt.  xxi.  33. 
Tlie  preceding  prophets  are,  indeed,  compared  to 
JirvaniSj  and  bimfelf  to  the  fon  of  the  boufholder-^ 
bot  they  were  all  fent  to  receive  for  bim  tbe fruits  of 
tht  vinejgrd. 

6.  As  to  the  fufferings  of  Chrift,  not  only  is  his 
psdence  in  bearing  them  propofed  as  an  example 
to  us,  but  in  the  pafTage  quoted  in  a  former  letter, 
diriftians  arc  reprefented  as  hoth  fuffering  and 
nigmng  with  Chrift. 

Let  us  not  then  look  for  mjifieries  where  no  myf- 
lery  is,  and  obfcure  the  beautiful  fimplicity  of  the 
goTpd  i  wJiiCh  rcprcfcnt*  the  Divine  Being  as  al-* 

way* 
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ways  difpofed  to  receive  returning  penitents,  as 
having  font  his  Son,  as  well  as  other  prophets,  for 
the  benevolent  purpofc  of  reclaiming  the  world 
from  fin,  and  to  promife  eternal  life  and  happinels 
to  all  that  hearken  to  them. 

I  mud  like  wife  add  a  few  obfervations  on  what 
feems  to  have  been  the  fource  ^f  your  ideas  of  the 
neceflicy  of  Chrift's  incarnation,  and  the  efficacy 
of  his  death.  "  The  whole  chriftian  fchcme," 
you  fay,  p.  170,  •'  Is  founded  on  the  fuppofition  of 
•*  a  calamity  in  which  our  race  had  been  involved, 
**  and  which  has  been  generally  termed  the  fall  oj 
**  man.  At  the  fame  time,"  you  fay,  *«  what  the 
"  true  and  full  account  of  this  event  is,  it  is  pro- 
**  bably  impoflible  for  us  to  difcover,  or  even  to 
^^  underftand,  were  it  communicated  to  us.  Ii 
•*  is  recorded  in  the  third  chapter  of  Genefis,  but 
"  in  a  manner,  fo  mixed  with  emblems,  derived 
^'  perhaps  from  the  ancient  hieroglyphical  mannei 
*<  of  writing,  and  confequently  fo  veikd  and  ob- 
<^  fcure,  that  I  think  little  more  can  be  learned  oi 
^*  it,  than  that  there  was  a  tranfadion  at  the  origin 
"  of  our  race,  and  the  commencement  of  this 
**  world,  which  degraded  us  to  our  prefcnt  ftatCj 
*<  and  fubje£ted  us  to  death,  and  dl  its  conco- 
"  mitant  evils." 

On  thisfubjeft  I  would  obfervethat,  xftbcfal 
^fman^  whatever  it  was,  had  been  an  event  ox 
which  ''  the  whole  chriftian  fcheme  was  founded,* 

wc 
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we  might  have  expefted  a  more  exprefs  declara- 
tion, from  fufEcicnt  authority,  that  it  was  fo.    But 
in  none  of  the  prophecies  in  which  the  Meffiah  is 
announced,  is  there  the  leaft  reference  to  this  ca- 
laftrophe,  which  you  fuppofc  to  have  made  his  in- 
carnation  ncceffary.     Neither  John   the  Baptift, 
nor  our  Saviour  himfelf,  ever  faid  any  thing  that 
conld  lead  our  thoughts  to  it.  .  And  notwithftand- 
ingthe  frequent  mention  that  is  made  of  the  love 
9fQod  in  the  gift  of  bis  Son  by  the  apoftles,  it  is 
never  faid  to  have  been  to  undo  any  thing  that 
bd  been  done  at  the  fall,  fome  paflTages  of  Paul 
alone  excepted,  who  calls  Chrift  the  loft  Adam^ 
and  makes  ufe  of  terms  which  imply  that  death 
was  introduced   by  Adam,  as  eternal  life  is  the 
gift  of  God  by  Chrift.     But  you  know  that  the 
writings  of  this  apoftle  abound  with  analogies  and 
antithefes,  on  which  no  very  ferious  ftrefs  is  to  be 
laid. 

Allowing,  however,  all  the  authority  that  you 
poflibly  can  to  the  obfervations  of  Paul,  it  is  far 
from  carrying  you  to  the  whole  extent  of  your  hy- 
pothefis.  All  mankind,  the  wicked  as  well  as  the 
righteous,  are  to  rife  again,  and  nothing  is  faid  by 
him  that  can  poffibly  be  conftrued  to  fignify  that 
tbt  mailablenefs  of  repentance  to  pardon  was  ever 
kft,  or  that  it  was  recovered  by  Chrift. 

Befides,  all  that  Paul  himfelf  could  know  about 
Adam,  and  the  cflfcfts  of  his  fm,  he  muft  have 

learned 
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learned  from  the  books  of  Mofrs,  which  are  a 
open  to  us  as  they  were  to  him.  What  Mofe 
fays  on  the  fubjcd,  you  acknowledge  to  be  verj 
obfcure,  and  therefore  it  will  not  authorize  impli 
cic  con&dence  in  any  panicultr  ioterpretatioo. 

"  There  arc  fome,'*  you  fay,  Not-f,  p.  73,  ".  wh( 
**  give  fuch  interpretations  of  the  account  in  th< 
**  third  chapter  of  Genefis^  and  the  fubfequen 
**  references  to  it  in  the  facred  wriungs  —  as  make 
"  them  no  evidence  of  any  fuch  event  (introduce 
**  tory  of  death)  as  is  commonly  underftood  b] 
*' the  FALL.  But  thefe  interpretations,  and  the 
*'  opinions  grounded  upon  them>  are  fo  fmgular 
''  that  I  have  not  thought  them  worth  particulai 
"  notice." 

The  interpretations  on  which  you  pa6  this  cen- 
fure^  are  pretty  generally  known  to  be  mine.  The] 
are  advanced  in  the  Theological  Repojliory^  with  thi 
evidence  on  which  they  are  founded ;  and  infteac 
of  this  unqualified'  cenfure,  it  would  have  giver 
myfelfy  and  many  other  perfons^  great  fatisfaAbn 
if  you  had  thought  them  worthy  of  a  (eripus  exa- 
mination. The  opinion  that  I  have  advancec 
concerning  the  hiftory  of  the  fall  of  man,  cannot 
I  am  confident*  he  refured,  but  on  principle: 
which  fuppofe  the  plenary  infpiration  of  Moles 
and  that  of  all  the  writers  of  the  Old  and  Nev 
Tellament»  with  refped  to  every  thing  they  wrote 
whether  they  exprcfsly  fay  that  they  were  inf]^rt( 
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or  not ;  a  poGtion  at  which  I  fufpeft  your  mind 
will  revolt  as  much  as  mine  does. 

As  Mofcs  himfelf,  who  fcems  particularly  care- 
ful to  diitingu'^  what  God  faid  to  him^  and  what 
tame  from  himfelf,  does  not  fay  that  he  received 
the  account  that  he  has  given  us  of  the  creation, 
and  fall  of  man,  from  Cod,  I  think  myfelf  at  li- 
berty to  confider  it  as  the  beft  that  he  could  col- 
\t&  from  tradition .  In  my  opinion  alfo,  there  arc 
niany  marks  of  its  being  a  very  lame  account. 
And,  as  I  have  obferved,  it  is  far  from  folving  the 
difficulty  it  feems  to  have  been  intended  to  an- 
fwer,  viz.  the  introciuftion  of  death  and  calamity 
into  the  worlds.  Among  other  things  I  have  re- 
marked, that  the  fad  of  the  human  race  being 
originally  formed  male  and  female,,  and  confc- 
quentty  their  being  intended  to  increafc  and  mul- 
tiply, is  a  proof  that  they  were  alfo  originally  in- 
tended to  be  mortal ;  and  that  immortality  is  rc- 
fcrved  for  that  (late,  in  which  tkerejhall  be  neither 
narryingi  nor  giving  in  marriage^  but  where  men 
ihall  be  Gs  the  angels  that  are  in  heaven. 

In  the  Note,  p.  1 7  8,  you  confider  the  devil  as  the 
tempter  of  Adam  in  the  fo^m  of  a  fcrpent.  But 
this  could  not  have  been  the  idea  of  Mofes ;  ac- 
fording  to  whom,  the  fencence  paffcd  upon  the 
ferpent  has  no  relation  to  any  thing  but  to  the 
animal  fo  called.  And  would  there  be  any  juftice 
in  punilhing  the  ferpent,  the  mere  paQlve  inftru- 

M  ment. 
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menr,  2nd  letting  the  proper  agent  in  the  bufineft 
go  fiee  ?  Moftrs  had  no  idea  of  any  thing  beyond 
the  mtrefcrpcnt,  and  I  cannot  allow  any  autho- 
rity to  the  interpretation  of  the  author  of  the 
apocryphal  book  of  fFiJdom. 

That  our  Saviour  alludes  to  the  agency  of  the 
devil  in  the  fiiftintrcduftion  of  fin  into  the  worlds 
is,  I  think,  by  no  means  probable.  He  fays  (Joha 
viii.  44)  ibedrjtlwas  a  rnurdtrir from  ibe  beginning. 
But  this  reftrs  to  the  niurder  of  Abel  by  Cain. 
And  as  to  what  John  fays  (i  John  iii.  8)  oftbe  Son 
of  God  leing  fhanifejled  to  deftroy  ibe  works  of  ibe 
devily  it  may  well  be  fuppofed  to  mean  that  he 
came  to  put  an  end  to  fin^  or  moral  evil^  which  is 
referred  to  the  devi/j  or  faian^  as  its  principle,  as 
every  other  evil  is.  On  this  account  Peter  is  called 
SaSan  (Matt,  xvi,  23)  when  he  fuggefted  an  un- 
worthy propofal,   and  Judas  is  called  ibe  devil 

(John  vi.  70.)  on  account  of  his  bad  defigns. 

t 

As  to  ibe  oldferpenty  ibe  devil,  and  Satan,  in  Rer. 
xii.  9.  XX.  2.  on  which  you  lay  fomc  ftrefs,  I 
really  do  not  prercnJ  to  undcrftand  it.  It  is  the 
language  of  p:ophecy  perhaps  not  yet  fulfilled^ 
It  muft  alfo  be  obferved  that,  this  fame  oUtferpemf^ 
h  likewifc  calltd  (Ret.  xii.  9.)  ibe  great  dragon,  and 
this  dragon  is  farther  defcribcd  as  being  red^  a,ad 
h^Ly'mgfeven  beads,  and  ten  boms,  mth  Jeven  crowni 
upon  bis  beads.  He  has  alfo  a  tail,  by  which  be 
drew  tbe  third  part  eft  be  fiars  ofMavtn^  and  cafi 

tbem 
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4imfo  the  earth.  And^  according  to  mod  inter- 
preters, this  red  dragon,  with  fcvcn  heads,  fcvcn 
crowns,  and  ten  horns,  is  not  the  devil  (admitting 
the  exiftcnce  of  fo  extraordinary  a  being)  but  rc- 
.  prcfcnts  fome  earthly  potentate,  the  enemy  of 
chriftianity.  But  whatever  be  the  meaning  of  this 
prophecy^  we  are  not  to  look  into  fo  myfterious  a 
book  as  the  Revelation,  for  a  plain  account  of 
either  the  introduftion  of  evil  into  the  world,  or 
Ac  remedy  of  that  evil.  It  feems  to  have  been 
^ttcn  for  a  very  different  purpofc. 

lam,  &c. 


LETTER       XII. 
7be   CONCLUSION. 

Dear  Friend, 

IHave  now  troubled  you  with  animadverfiv.^ns 
on  every  thing  that  I  think  moft  open  tQ  ob- 
jcfiion  in  your  truly  excellent  SermonSy  and  efpe- 
ciaUy  in  the  Notes,  in  which  you  chiefly  quote 
what  has  been  advanced  by  myfelf,  either  in 
works  that  bear  my  name,  or  in  the  Theological 
X^Jttiry.  Let  the  arguments  I  have  there  ad- 
vanced, and  to  which  you  have  not  diredly  re* 
plied,  anfvyer  for  themfclves.  You  jtiftly  obfcrve, 
that  I  do  not  Ihrink  from  any   cgnfccyacnccs  of 

M  2  '^         ^^hat 
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wiiat  I  hilve  advanced.  Indeed,  \(  zpropofitim  be 
true,  fo  muft  every  corollary  fairly  drawn  from  it; 
and  I  have  not  yet  fecn  any  reafon  to  be  afraid  of 
truth. 

Some  of  the  opinions  on  which  you  have  (lightly 
dcfcanted  afe,  1  believe,  novel,  and  a  ftep,  as  you 
may  fay,  beyond  what  other  Socinians  have  gone ; 
and  yourfelf,  and  others  of  my  bcft  frienfisy  arc 
a  good  deal  daggered  at  them.  But  in  a  Ihort 
time  tlus  alarm,  which  is  already  much  abated, 
will  be  entirely  gone  off,  and  then  I  (hall  expeft 
a  calm  difcuffion  of  what  1  have  advanced  i  and 
that  doftrine  will,  no  doubt,  be  eftablifhed  which 
fliall  appear  to  be  moft  agreeable  to  reafon^  and 
the  true  {cn{c  of fcripture.  May  whatever  will  not 
{land  this  teft,  whether  advanced  by  myiclf  or 
others,  foon  fall  to  the  ground  ;  but  let  no  fenti- 
mpnt,  however  alarming  at  the  firft  propofal,  be 
condemned  unheard,  and  unexamined. 

Many  of  our  common  friends  exprefs  (bmc  fur- 
prize  that  you  and  I,  conncfted  as  we  arc  by 
fricndfhip,  and  a  variety  of  other  comtno/icircum- 
ftances  ;  equally,  I  hope,  ardent,  and  equally  un- 
wearied, in  the  purfuit  of  truth ;  and  having  given 
perhaps  equal  attention  to  the  fubjcft  of  thde 
Letters,  fhould,  notwithftanding,  difer  fo  much  a$t 
we  do  with  refpe&toit.  Many  perfons  who  know 
this,  and  who  have  not  the  leifure,'or  the  oppor« 
tunity,  to  ftudy  this  qucftion,  that  we  have,  may 

be 
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be  led  to  thinkj  that  it  will  be  in  vain  ft>r  them  to 
attempt  to  arrive  at  any  certainty  with  refpeft  to 
it  I  andj  out  of  dcfpair,  abandon  the  examination. 
But  neithtryou  nor  myfelf,  (hall  think  th'is  infcr- 
eoce  a  jud  one^  fince  each  of  us  may  be  under  the 
influence  of  prejudices,  unknown  to  ourfelvc.s  but 
Aiflliciently  confpicuous  to  others.  Nay,  with  a 
beam  in  our  own  eye,  we  may  fancy  that  we  can 
difcover  a  mote  in  that  of  each  other. 

You  will^  I  doubt  not,  be  able  to  account  to 
jrourfelf  for  what  you  will  think  my  obftinacy  in 
defending  principles  which  to  vcu  appear  evi- 
dently contrary  to  reafon  and  the  fcriptures,  under 
die  idea  of  their  being  important  truths.  And  I 
alio  muft  have  fome  method  of  fatisfyiiig  myfelf 
howjPMT  ma/  be  as  ingenuous,  and  as  candid,  as  I, 
c^courfe>  think  myfelf  to  be,  and  yet  perfift  in 
opinions,  which  I  cannot  help  confidering  as  wrong» 
and  of  the  erroneoufnefs  of  which  there  feems  to 
be  the  mod  abundant  evidence. 

Speaking  of  the  Sccinian  inter|  retations  of 
fcripture,  you  fay,  p.  135,  "  I  muft  own  to  you, 
•'  that  I  am  inclined  to  wonder  that  good  men 
•*  can  fatjsfy  themfclves  with  fuch  explanations." 
However  you  candidly  add,  **  But  I  correft  myfelt 
•*  I  know  that  chrittians,  amidft  their  differences  c-f 
V  opinion,  arc  too  apt  to  wonder  at  one  another, 
•*  and  to  forget  the  allowances  that  ought  to  be 
*^  made  for  the  darknefs  in  which  we  are  all  in* 
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You  arc  too  much  of  a  philofophcr  to  think 
that  there  can  be  any  effect  without  an  adequate 
cauja  and  you  know  that  wonder  is  noth  ng  more 
than  the  Rate  of  mind  inro  which  our  ignorance  of 
the  raufcs  of  events  throw  us.  And  ihereforc 
xvhencver  we  think  we  can  account  for  any  appear- 
ance, all  wonder  ccafes. 

You  will,  I  know,  cxcufe  me,  if  faccouDtto 
myfelf  for  your  continuing  an  Arian,  notwith- 
ft.mding  the  evidence  that  has  lately  been  pro- 
duced in  proof  of  the  Socinian,  or  as  a  ^  chufe  tb 
call  ir,  the  proper  unitarian  hypothcfis,  in  thyfanaef 
manner  in  which  we  account  for  many  wo)th]^ 
and  intelligent  perfons  continuing  catholic*,  CMr 
Calvinifts.  This  we  believe  to  be  chrefty  owing 
to  their  minds  having  been  very  early  imprefled 
with  the  fullcft  perfuafion  of  the  truth  of  their  re- 
fpcctive  principles ;  to  their  dwelling  long  on  rh€ 
arguments  in  favour  of  them  (by  which  they  are 
much  magnified  in  their  view)  and  to  their  iiot 
giving  fufficient  attention  to  thofe  on  the  oiher 
fide. 

They  may  have  the  candour  to  hear,  or  toreacf, 
arguments  againft  their  opinions.  Brt  their  mkids 
being  prcvioufly  indifpofed  towards  them,  fbch 
arguments  find  there  nothing  congenial  tathem- 
frlves,  and  are  not  detained  long  enough  to  make 
a  due  imprelTion.  It  is  like  the  paflage  ofa  (hip 
through  the  fea,  or  that  of  an  arrow  through  the 
air.   No  track  is  left  behind.  Whatever  it  be  that 

has 
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has  once  recommended  itfelf  to  us,  and  we  entirely 
irlifb^  we  wifh  to  fee  confirmed  i  and  it  is  always 
with  fome  degree  of  avcrfh  n  that  we  hear  any 
thing  that  tends  to  diflurb  what  we  think  already 
well  fettled. 

You  have  read,  I  doubt  not,  with  as  mucli  care 
and  attention  as^  from  the^  previous  (late  of  your 
fnind,  could  reafonably  be  ejrpedted^  all  that  lias 
been  written  by  Dr.  Lardner,  by  our  eomhiort 
liriend  Mr.  Lindley,  and  by  myfclfj  in  fupport  of 
the  unitarian  hypothefls.  But  I  prefume,  that  you 
have  often  refrclhed  your  mind,  and  recruited  your 
former  opinions,  by  the  writings  of  Dr.  Clarke, 
BiiSiOp  Butler,  Mr.  Pierce,  Mr.  Emlyn,  and  other 
Ariabss  and  having  been  early  converfant  with 
diCm;  thdy  h^Ve  made  ati  i^ip^eflion  like  that  which 
b  fotnetinies  made  on  marble  before  it  is  concreted 
into  a  fblid  form,  and  which  nothing  can  after-* 
wArdi  efface. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  (hall  not  be  offended,  if 
yoti  fhould  account  for  my  roving  from  one  opi- 
nion to  another,  by  fuppofing  that  I  have  a  temper 
6f  mind  too  hoftile  to  every  thing  that  is  efia^ 
Uijbed'^  or  if  you  (hould  fay,  thnt  I  am  more  apt 
to  be  fatisBed  lirith  any  thing  belonging  to  myfelf, 
iSianwith  my  opinionSj  and  that  T  am  not  likely  to 
the  long  in  any  fcheme^ 
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Certain  it  is»  that,  fo  far  from  having  much 
fondnefs  for  the  opinions  that  1  received  from  my 
educatiun,  I  have  gone  on  changing,  though  aL* 
ways  in  one  diredion^  from  the  time  that  I  began 
to  think  for  myfelf  to  the  prefent  day,  and  I  will 
not  pretend  to  fay  when  my  creed  will  be  fixed. 

But  whether  we  be  apt  to  keep  our  opinions  a 
longer  or  a  Ihorter  time^  they  pleafe  us  fo  long  as 
wc  can  call  them  ours  ;  and  in  that  fiate  of  mind 
it  is  natural  to  give  more  attention  to  argument 
that  make  Jcr^  than  to  thofe  that  make  sgainfi 
them. 

As  to  the  fcripiareSf  the  perufal  of  particular 
texts  never  fails  to  be  accompanied  with  their  ufual 
long  approved  interpretation ;  and  we  ofteneft  think 
of,  and  dwell  upon,  thofe  which  favour  our  opinions. 
And  with  refpe£t  to  thofe  which  feem  unfavourable 
to  them,  we  have  all  got  fome  method  or  other  of 
difpoiing  of  them,  fo  that  they  Ihall  not  ftand  in  our 
way  s  and  theic  modes  of  accommodation  never  fail 
to  occur  to  the  mind  along  with  the  texts  them- 
felves,  and  thereby  efFe&ually  preclude  the.  con- 
vidtion  they  might  ocberwife  bring  along  with 
them.  And  if  we  think  that,  upon  the  whole» 
the  fcriptures  are  favourable  to  our  opinions,  we. 
are  ape  to  confider  ourfelves  juftified  in  giving 
little  attention  to  other  confiderations  s  which,  if 
properly  reflected  upon^  might  ferve  to  give  us  a 

better 
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a  betrcr  infighc  into  the  real  fenfe  of  fcripturc 

iriirlf. 

Thus  the  pious  catholic  having  always  been 
taught  implicit  confidence  ifi  the  decifions  of  his 
diurch,  and  having  always  underllood  our  Lord 
Jiterally>  when  he  faid,  this  is  my  iodyj  and  £x- 
apt  je  fat  tteflejb  of  the  fon  of  man ^  and  drink  bis 
Uttd^  yg  have  no  life  in  you ;  it  is  in  vain  to  obje& 
to  bim  the  natural  impoflibility  of  the  dodrine  of 
tnnfubftantiation.  That  he  leaves  with  God, 
wliofc  word)  he  believes,  aflures  him  of  the  fa£f. 
In  this,  therefore,  he  thi.ks  it  his  duty  10  ac- 
<luicfce;  and  he  even  makes  a  merit  of  facrificing 
kb  rea/oH  to  his  fail  b. 

lo'  like  manner,  you  muft  permit  me  to  fay, 
tlttt,  having,  in  a  very  early  period,  adopted  your 
prcfent  opinion  concerning  Chrift,  having  always 
confidcred  the  logos  in  the  incrodudtion  to  the 
gofpci  of  John  (which  was  in  the  beginning  with 
C«rf,  and  which  was  God)  to  be  defcriptive  of 
^fti  having  always  underftobd  the  phrafes  cre^ 
^n  by  Chrifly  and  his  being  before  Abraham^  &c* 
««  m  a  figurative,  but  a  literal  fenfe,  you  have 
'idsficd  yourfclf  with  paying  but  liitle  regard  to 
the  natural  improbability  (though  in  my  opinion 
approaching  very  nearly  to  an  impoflibilicy)  of 
your  hypothefis.  And  then  with  refpeft  to  the 
numerous  pa0age8  in  which  Chr.ft  is  fpoken  of  as 

a  man^ 
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a  maffy  unable  to  do  am  thing  of  bimfelf^  which 
the  Athanafi-ins  intcrprcc  of  his  kuman  nature  otAjj 
you  are  fatisfied  with  referring  them  to  his  ftate 
of  degradation^  in  which  he  was  only  infajbiony  or 
external  appear ance^  as  a  man. 

Being  thus  fccure  with  rcfpeft  to  the  argument 
from  fcripture,  which  we  all  confidcr  as  the  great 
ftrong  hold  of  our  faith ;  though,  I  doubc  not, 
you  have  read  with  care  all  that  I  have  written  tb^ 
prove  that  the  great  body  of  primitive  chriftians 
were  unitarians,  you  will  naturally  think  either 
that  the  proof  is  fomewherc  defeftive  (though  y6u 
may  not  be  able  to  fay  where)  or  at  moft,  that  it 
can  only  furnilh  one  uncertain  light  to  the  inter- 
pretation of  fcripture,  which  to  you  appears,  in 
this  cafe,  to  be  fo  plain,  that  it  needs  no  inter- 
pretation at  all. 

I  have  not,  therefore,  the  leaft  expectation  that 
any  thing  that  I  have  advanced  in  thefe  Leiiers 
will  be  able  to  make  much  imprcllion '  on  yoiif 
mind  -,  except  that  you  may,  perhaps,  be  ltd  to 
thmk,  that  you  had  not  fufficient  authority  for 
concluding  that  Chrift,  by  his  fupcr- human 
power,  accelerated  his  own  death.  On  this  fub- 
jeft  I  am  willing  to  hope  that  the  evidence  I  havtf 
produced  of  your  having  miftakcn  the  frtesUiing 
of  the  evangelifts  is  fo  clear,  and  unexceptionable^ 
that  you  may  ndt  fee  much  to  objcft  to  it. 

6  But 
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But  th:s  conceffion^  which  is  the  utmaik  that  I 
dare  flatter  myfelf  T^ch  the  hope  of,  does  noft 
matertatly  affeft  your  general  hypothefis.  Yoti 
will  even  probably  fiiH  think,  that  Chrifl  r^ifed  - 
himfelf  from  the  dead,  and  yUMl  have  no  doubt  of 
his  being  a  great  pre^extftent  fpirit,  the  maker 
of  the  world,  from  matter  with  whieh  he  wai 
furniihed  by  the  Father;  and  that  he  cotide^ 
fixnded  to  become  incarnate,  for  the  purpofe  of 
making  it  confifttnt  with  the  juftice  of  God  to 
receive  penitent  linners  into  his  favour. 

Oil  the  other  hand,  I  mttf!  acknowledge,  that 
my  perfuafion  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chfift, 
rnnd  even*  that  of  his  being  a  nmn,  narurally  as 
weakj  as  fallible,  and  as  peccable,  as  other  men, 
b  fo  filed,  frarn  mj  prcfent  ideas?  of  the  meaning 
of  (cripture,  and  a  variety  of  other  confidcrations, 
tending  to  prove  t^at  ftich  MBfi  be  %hc  nteaning 
of  fcripcurci  that  I  have  no  idea  of  the  polfibiliry 
of  my  being  ever  brought  to  entertain  a  contrary 
femiment.  Indeed,  I  do  not  think  that  the  ar- 
gutntnto  kk  favour  ^ofArianifm  tzn  be  better  ex- 
hibited,* and  as  I  may  fay,  concentrated,,  than  ik^ 
are  in  your  Sermons..  In  all  probability,  there- 
fore, you  and  I  muft  wait  for  farther  light  till  the 
arrival  of  iie  great  teacher  death,  and  the  fcenes 
that  will  follow  it. 

In  the  mean  time,  our  difference  of  opinion  on 
this  fubjeft  will  not,  I  am  confident,  make  the 
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lead  change  in  our  friendihip  and  aflTc&ion.  We 
are  equally,  I  trull,  lovers  of  truth,  and  lovers  of 
*  virtue;  and  alfo  equally  lovers  of  Chrift,  and  of 
his  gofpel,  notwithftanding  our  very  different 
ideas  of  his  perfon,  and  the  objeft  of  his  miflSon; 
though  you  conlider  him  as  your  maietf  and  I  as 
thtfon  ofjofipb  and  Mary^  and  (exclufive  of  divine 
communications)  as  pofTefTed  of  no  natural  ad-> 
vantages  over  his  father  Jofeph,  or  any  other  man 
in  a  fimilar  fituation  of  life  in  Judea. 

It  is  likewife  an  equal  fatisfa6lion  to  both  of 
us,  to  think  that,  on  which  ever  fide  the  truth  lies^ 
it  will  finally  prevail  over  prejudice  and  errors 
and  that,  though  the  error  be  the  opinion  that 
we  are  now  contending  for,  we  arc  ready  to  fay 
amen  to  a  prayer  for  the  extermination  of  it. 

With  the  greateft  refpe£b  and  affedion, 

I  am.  Dear  Friend, 
Your's,  fincerely, 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 

BIltMINGHAM, 
March  i,  sjlr* 
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Rev.   Sir, 

XTITHEN  the  preceding  parts  of  this  pamphlet 
were  nearly  printed  off,  I  received  (oblig- 
ingly fent  me  by  yourfelf)  a  treatife  of  yours,  en-t 
titled,  The  Divinity  and  Pre-exijience  of  Cbrift  de- 
monftrated  from  Scripture^  in  Anfioer  to  ibe  firjl 
SiSim  $f  Dr.  Prieftley's  Introduaion  to  bis  Hijiorj 
of  Earhf  Opinions  concerning  Jefns  Cbrift ^  togetber 
wiib  StriSurcs  on  Jome  other  Parts  of  tbat  fFork, 
and  I  cannot. p^fs,  without  notice,  the  production 
of  fo  learned  a  writer. 


You  muft  excufe,  me,  however,  if  I  fay  that, 
having  beard  fome  time  ago  of  this  publication 
of  yours,  I  had,  from  your  character,  formed  ex- 
peftations^  which  I  do  not  find  anfwered  by  it. 
I  had  been  led  to  imagine,  that  you  would  have 
eriticized  my  Hiftory  ft/elf^  as  a  learned  ecclcfiaftical 
hiftorian,  and  not  have  contented  yourfelf  with 
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replying  to  a  finglc  fcftion  of  %ht  Incroduftion 
to  it,  which  only  relates  to  a  difcuffion  in  which 
little  n  w  can  be  advanced,  viz.  of  the  d^Srine 
cf  the  fcriptures  concerning  the  perfon  of  Chrift. 
The  proper  objcA  of  my  work  is  to  afcercain 
what  muft  have  been  the  fenfe  of  the  books  of 
fcripture  from  the  fenfe  in  which  they  were  aftu- 
ally  undcrftood  by  thofe  for  whofe  ufc  they  were 
compofedi  and  to(Jecermine  what  muft  have  been 
the  fcntimenis  of  the  apoftlcs,  by  means  of  the 
opinions  of  thofe  who  received  their  inftrudion 
from  them  only. 

This  is  a  new,  and  certainly  an  important  field 
of  argumentation,  open  to  the  learned  parr  of 
the  chriftian  worldj  and  I  had  flattered  myfelf, 
that  Mr.  Parkhurft  had  been  prepared  to  enter 
it  with  me.  But  this  you  entirely  decline,  be- 
caufe  you  think,  p.  147,  "  your  lime  msy  be  much 
**  better  employed.*'  On  the  contrary,  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that,  in  the  prefent  ftate  of  things^ 
it  would  have  been  much  bener  to  go  over  this 
new  ground,  than  to  tread  over  again  the  old  and 
beaten  one. 

In  your  ftriftures,  however,  on  my  work,  you 
think  you  have  proved  that  Clemens  Romanus, 
Ignatius,  and  Polyc^rp,  were  believers  in  the 
divinity  of  Chrift.  But  what  you  have  ure;ed  on 
this  fubjedt  appears  to  me  to  be  of  little  confe- 
qucnce^  and  to  have  been  fufficiently  obviated  by 

what 
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what  1  have  advanced  in  my  Hiftory;  fo  that  I 
^  fee  no  occafion  to  trouble  our  readers  with  any-  , 
duog  more  on  the  fubjeft.  Let  them  compare 
mjr  obterrations  ^ith  your  reply.  Indeed,  I  do 
npc  know  what  more  to  fay  to  any  perfon,  who 
can  ferioufly  muntalni  that  ch6  appellation  of 
G»dt  perpetually  applied  to  Chrill  in  the  fhorter 
<|riftie9  of  IgoanuS}  is  no  interpolation;  fuchns 
tbc  example  you  have  {Koduced,  p.  1 35,  **  I  with 
<*  jroo  aU  bappinefi  in  our  God  Jelus  Chrift." 
This,  Sir,  u  neither  apoftoUcal  language,  nor, 
indeed,  that  of  any  writer  whatever,  in  any  age 
of  die  church* 

Wirfi  refpeft  to  the  great  objcft  of  my  work,- 
yon  grant  almoft  all  that  I  contend  for,  when  you 
£iy,  p.  5h  **  There  is  but  too  much  reafon  to  ap-' 
■■  {tfchend,  what  Dr.  Prieftley,  in  the  courfe  of 
**  lui  work,  fereral  times  mentions  with  triumph, 
"  CO  wit,  that  the  bulk  of  chriftians  have,  in  all 
**  tgaof  the  church,  been  inclined  to  the  unita- 
■*  riaa  dodrine."  And  yet  you  fay,  p,  98,  "  Mr. 
**  Howes  has  juftly  obfcrved,  that  the  modern 
■'  opinion  concerning  the  humanity  of  Jefus 
,«  dvough  life,  has  not  the  leaft  countenance  in  its 
**  6iranr  from  the  tenets  of  any  one  of  the  an- 
"  ocnt  feftaries."  This  etprefles  more  conH- 
dence  on  the  fubje£t  than  Mr.  Howes  himfelf 
hat  done,  as  you  include  Phodnus  among  thofq 
iriio  were  not  property  unitarians.  How  this 
voy  extraordinary  pofition  will  be  fupportcd  by 
N  Mr. 
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Mr.  Howes,  or  yourftlf,  time^.  I  fuppofe,  will 
fhew.  It  muft,  however,  be  by  another  kind  of 
ecclcfiaftical  hiftory  than  any  that  I  am  yet  ac^ 
quaintcd  with; 

As  to  the  orthodox  Fathers,  Whofe  writings  I 
hnvejTiade  ufe  of  in  tracing  the  rife  and  progrefs 
of  the  dQdtrinc  of  the  trinity^  you  treat  theoi  with 
a  degree  of  indifference  and  contempt  that  really 
aftonifhes  me.  ^^  With  regard  to  the  follies  of 
'f  the  fucceeding  chriftian  writers,  whether  Grieek 
"  or  I^atin,  who,  negleHing  the  Hebrew  fcriptures^ 
"  idolized  the  very  imperfcft  and  faulty  verfion 
"  of  the  Septuagint,  and  yet  frequently  followed 
^'  the  ignes  fatui  of  their  own  imaginations,  and 
**  of  the  Platonic  and  other  vain  philofophyj — as 
^^  to  fuch  follies  as  thefe,  I  have  no  great  objcc- 
*^  tion  to  their  being  treated  with  the  feverity 
"  theydeferve,  though  1  fhould  notmyfelfchoofe 
"  the  office  of  executioner." 

But  if  there  be  any  truth  in  the  attlliru  only  of 
my  Hiftory,  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  had  no 
exiftence  till  it  was  ftarted  by  thefe  very  platoniz- 
ing  Fathers,  fo  that  the  folly  you  afcribe  to  them 
muft  refleft  upon  the  dodririe  itfelf.  It  appears 
from  their  own  confeffion,  that  this  do&rinc  gave 
the  greateft  offence  to  the  great  body  of  unlearned 
chriftians,  who  had  not  been  taught  with  cUar« 
nefs  any  other  do£b*ine  concerning  Chrift^  tjian 
that^e  was  a  man  infpired  by  God.  .  You  your* 
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fdf  produce  a  paflfage  from  Eufebius,  p.  99,  in 
which  it  is  faid,  that  "  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was 
**  a  dodlrinercfcrvcd  by  the  Holy  Spirit  for  John, 
"  as  being  more  excellent  j"  and  the  earlicft  date 
of  his  gofpel  is  the  year  64.  Confcquently,  be- 
fore this  time  the  chriftian  church  muft  have  been 
vnitarian. 

If  I  have  fufficiently  proved  the  truth  of  thefc 
fa£b>  and  others  conne^ed  with  them,  it  mud  be 
in  rain  to  pretend  that  the  fcripturcs  of  the  New 
Tcftamenc  will  admit  of  any  other  than  an  unita- 
rian interpretation.  And  the  evidence  of  the 
fafts  I  refer  to  does  not  depend  upon  writings, 
the  authenticity  and  purity  of  which  are  fo 
queftionable  as  thofc  of  the  apoftolical  Fathers, 
but  on  the  uniform  concnrr^-nt  teftimony  of  all 
die  chriltian  writers,  from  the  age  of  the  apoftles 
till  long  after  the  council  of  Nice;  and  their 
works  have^  in  general,  come  down  to  us  as  per- 
.  fcft  as  any  ancient  writings  whatever. 

I  have  alfo  (hewn,  much  at  large,  that  the  uni- 
tarians were  not  confidered  as  heretics  till  a  late 
period.  I  faid,  that  even  the  Ebionites  are  not 
direftly  called  heretics  by  Irenxus.  In  one  paf- 
fege,  however,  from  this  writer,  which  you  pro- 
duce, p.  96,  you  think  chat  it  does  appear,  that  he 
niuft  have  confidered  them  in  that  light.  But 
admitting  this,  it  amounts  to  nothing  of  any 
confequence^  as  it  is  expr^fsly  afferted  by  Jc- 

N  7-  rom. 
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rom^  that  the  Ebionites,  trho  liyed  in  aftate  of 
reparation  from  other  chriftians,  were  confidered 
as  heretics  only  on  account  of  their  obfenrance  of 
the  laws  of  Mofes. 

As  you  have  not  even  attenrtpted  to  anfwer  my 
work  itfelf,  I  have  no  occafion  to  examine  any 
thing  that  you  have  advanced ;  but>  having  this 
opportunity  of  addrefling  a  letter  to  you,  I  (hall 
make  a  few  obfervations  on  an  article  which  you 
have  laboured  the  molt  in  your  performance,  viz. 
the  proof,  or  demonjirationj  as  you  call  it^  of  the 
doftrine  of  the  trinity,  from  the  plural  fonii  of 
the  word  which  is  ufed  to  denote  God  in  the  He- 
brew language,  y]j,.  DTT^it,  elobitHy  or  as  you  write 
it,  aleitn. 


AUimy'  you  fay,  p.  69,  "  regularly  and  pre- 

cifcly  denotes  ibe  denouncers  of  a  conditional  curfe^ 

"  and  by  this  very  important  Hebrew  name,  the 

"  ever  blefled  three  reprefent  themfelves  as  undir. 

"  the  obligation  of  an  oath  to  perform  certain  con- 

*'  dicions."     Taking  this  for  granted,  you  fey, 

p.  82,   "  The  do6trinc  of  a  plurality  in  Jehovah 

is  taught  in  above  two  thoufand  places  of  the 

Old  i  and  1  add,  that  this  plurality  is,  by  a  nuni- 

'*  ber  of  paffagcs  in  both  Tcftaments,  fixed  to  a 

"  trinity."     You  likcwife  find  an  intimation,  p. 

16,  "  of  the  doftrine  of  the  blefled  unity  in  tri- 

"  nity,  and  trinity  in  unity,"  in  the  three  mea 

who  appeared  to  Abrahaou 

Few 
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Few  pcifons>  I  believe,  except  thofe  who  pre-* 

tend  to  find  the  philofophical  difcoveries  of  the 

prefent  age  in  the  Hebrew  words  of  the  Old  Tefta- 

ment>/  will  be  difpofed  to  lay  any  ftrefs  on  this 

argunnent/  or  demonftration,  of  yours.     Bafnage 

and  others,  as  zealous  trinitarians  as  yourfelf^ 

have  Ihewn  the  futility  of  it  $  and  till  what  they 

have  written  be  anfwered,  I  fliould  be  abundantly 

jofiified  in  taking  no  notice  at  all  of  it.     I  {hall, 

however,  as  the  opportunity  may  never  occur 

again,  make  a  few  obfervations  on  this  fubjeft. 

I.  Admitting  the  plural  form  of  the  word  fig- 
nifying  God  to  be  a  j aft  foundation  for  believing 
that  there  is  a  plurality  in  the  divine  efience,  it  is 
only  in  one  particular  language,  which  can  no 
more  be  proved  to  be  of  divine  origin  than  any 
other  language,  and  may  not  even  have  been  the 
moft  ancient  ^  fo  that  it  might  be  merely  acci« 
jjeotals  that  this  word,  as  well  as  feveral  others  in 
the  fame  language,  and  many  in  all  languages^ 
bad  a  plural,  and  not  a  fmgular  form. 

0.  We  are  no  where  taught  in  the  Old  Tefta- 
meot,  that  this  myfterious  dodrine  of  three  divine 
imuncers  of  a  conditional  curfi  (at  the  idea  of 
which  the  mind  recoils)  is  to  be  inferred  from  the 
form  of  the  word  skim. 

3,.  Ajs  the  fame  word  is  iifed  tD  fignify  the 
hcathca  gods,  m  well  jas  the  God  of  Ifrarl,  ]i 

N  3  might 
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might  be  expeded  that  all  nations  had  ah  idea 
of  a  plurality  in  the  cffence  of  all  their  gods. 
This  you  in  part  allow,  and  endeavour  to  prove 
it  in  the  cafe  of  Hecate y  or  Diana,  p.  144;  and 
you  fuppofc,  p.  I  g6y  that  the  Philiftines,  who  ap- 
plied this  term  to  their  God  Dagon,  "  might  be 
"  iifed  to  compound  idols."  But  you  ought  to 
have  extended  this  to  all  the  heathen  gods^  as 
well  as  to  Hecate.  But*  really,  Sir,  I  wonder 
you  were  not  ftruck  with  horror  at  this  indireft 
comparifon  of  your  holy  bleflfed  and  glorious 
trinity  to  the  three-fold  form  of  a  heathen  god- 
defs.  You  might  as  well  have  pitched  upon  the 
three-headed  monfter  Cerberus  for  your  purpofe.' 
What  would  yotk  have  faid  if  /  had  (aid  any  thing 
that  could  have  led  the  mind  to  fuch  a  com- 
parifon ? 

4.  Can  you  make  It  appear  that  any  of  the 
ancient  Jews  underflood  the  word  aleim,  as  you 
do,  or  that  they  drew  any  fuch  inference  from  it  ? 
This  you  feem  to  have  taken  for  granted,  and  you 
add,  p.  36,  that  "  a  very  great  majority  of  the 
**  Jews  before  our  Saviour's  coming  had  apofta- 
*'  tized  from  the  doftrine  of  the  divine  trinity.*' 
But  where.  Sir,  do  you  find  the  records  of  this 
great  apoftacy  ?  And  where  are  we  to  look  for 
the  remonftrances  on  the  fubjed:,  which  would 
certainly  have  been  made  by  thofe  who  did  not 
mpoftatize?  Of  the  apoftacy  of  the  Ifraelites  from 
the  worfliip  of  tHe  true  God  to  that  of  idols^  we 
6  hav$ 
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have  abundantevidehce^  bdt  of  this  greater  change 
in  the  fenciments  of  a  great  majority  of  the  na* 
tion^  we  have  no  account  at  all. 

Of  thofe  Jews  who  had  apoftacized  from  the 
do&rine  of  the  trinity,  you  fay,  p.  36,  "  they 
"could  not  poffibly  at  the  time  he"  [Chrift] 
"  appeared,  have  fuppofed  that  the  Mefliah  would 
^  be  the  fecond  perfon  in  the  trinity/'  And  as 
to  the  Jews  who  were  after  our  Saviour's  time, 
you  do  not  pretend  to  find  among  them  any  trace 
of  the  do£bine  of  the  trinity,  or  of  the  divinity 
of  the  MelTiah.  With  refpeft  to  thefeyou  fay, 
p.  3J,  "  I  muft  enter  my  folemn  proteft  againft 
^  being  guided  by  them,  as  to  the  fenfe  of  the 
"  facred  books,  or  in  any  matter  of  religion  what- 
^*  ever ;  becaufe  the  blefTed  mailer  whom  I  pro- 
"  fefs  to  follow,  and  to  obey,  has  repeatedly  caU 
^  led  the  predecefibrs  and  in  (trustors  of  thefe  mo- 
"  dern  Jews,  fQols  and  blind^  i.  e.  as  to  religious 
^  knowledge,  and  has  faid  of  them,  they  be  blind 
*'  Uaders  of  the  blind ;  and  if  the  bUnd  lead  the  bUndp 
^JbaU  not  both  fall  into  th^  ditch  r 

But  can  you.  Sir,  imagine  that,  i(^  our  Saviour 
had  found  in  the  Jewifh  teachers  fo  capital  a  dc^ 
parture  from  the  doctrine  concerniag  God,,  as  this 
i^ftacy  from  the  ancient  Mofaii;  doArine  of  the 
trinity  muft  have  been,  he  would  not  have  dif- 
tin&ly  pointed  it  out,  an4  that  he  would  npt  have 
warned  the  people  againft  the  falfe  g^ofies  of  the 

N  4  Scribe 
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Scribes  and  Fharifees  upon  this  article  of  ihe 
law^  as  he  did  on  others  of  much  lefs  importance  ? 
He  had  one  fine  ppportunity,  you  mufl;  acknow- 
ledge, of  doing  this,  and  of  explaining  the  doc- 
trine concerning  the  divine  effence^  when  he  was 
queftioned  about  ihs  firft  commandment^  Mark  xii. 
28.  But  both  the  Scribe  and  himfclf^  on  that  re- 
markable occafion^  alTert  the  abfojute  unjity  of  the 
divine  nature. 

You.  do  maintain^  however,  p.  119^  that  our 
Lord's  own  difcipleswere  at  Xe^^fufficienilyfrepared 
.by  his  difcourfes  to  confider  him. as  Godi  during 
their  intercourfe  with  him.  But  how  does  this  ap- 
pear, when  after  his  crucifixion  we  find  two  of  his 
difciples  on  their  way  to  Emmaus,  expreffing  their 
higheft  admiration  of  him  in  thefe  word^  Luke 
xxiv.  1 9.  Jefus  of  Nazareth^  who  was  a  ptfpbei 
eighty  in  word  and  deed^  before  God  and  all  tie 
people.  Is  this,  the  natural  language  of  men  who 
had  ever  confidered  ChriQ:  as  properly  God,  or 
,who  were  at  all  prepared  fo  to  do  ? 

I  ihall  not  enter  with  you  into  a  difcuflion  of 
the  meaning  of  particular  texts  i  having,  as  I 
chink,  fufHciently  explained  all  thofe  On  which 
you  defcant^  in  my  other  writings.  But  I  cannot 
help  noticing  your  very  curious  interpretation  of 
Chriil's  faying,  John  v.  30,  that  be  could  do  no^ 
thing  ofbimfelf.     "  WcJec  then,"  you  fay,  p.  62, 

in  what  fenfe- only  th/ Son  of  Qod|  in  this  paf- 

y  fage. 
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**  fagc,  difdaiois  any  power  of  his  own,  and  fays, 
"  that  be  cm  do  notbit^  ofbimfelf^  viz.  as  afting 
"  diftindly  from  his  Father,  with  whom  be  was 
"  united."  But  would  you.  Sir,  have  put  the 
iamc  conftru£tion  on  any  fimilar  faying  of  Mofes, 
or  any  other  prophet  ?  Befides,  if  in  this  fdnfe 
only,  Chrift  could  do  notfaing  of  himfelf,  in  the 
fame  fenfe  the  Father  alfo  could  do  nothing  of 
faimfelf ;  (ince,  on  your  hypothefis,  he  nriuft  always 
ad  in  conjun^cm  with  the  Soo.  But  where  do 
you  iifid  any  aiTcrtion  like  this  in  the  fcriptures  ? 

Indeed,  Sir,  unlefsyou,  or  ypur friends,  can  make 

a  bettjer  defence  than  you  have  yet  done  of  the 

doftrine  of  the  trinity,  notwithftanding  you  fay. 

Adv.  p«  6.  you  confider  me  **  as  by  no  means  a 

^  formidable  opponent  on  fcriptural  fubjefts,"  the 

confequence  of  which  you  exprefs  fo  much  dread, 

ibid.  p.  7.  vi2.  that  '^  the  religion  of  this  once 

'*  chr^an  land  will  be  reduced  to  a  level  with 

^  Mahometanifm^  and  even  in  ibme  refpeds  be* 

^Mow  it,''  muft  follow.     In  this  mediodofcha- 

raderiatng  unUarianifm,  you  think,  no  doubt,  to 

^ring  an  ^dium  upon  it.    But  the  comparison  is 

now  too  much  hackneyed  for  that  purpose ;  and 

yon  are  miftaketi  if  you  think  that  I  am  afhamed 

t0  avow  my  agreement  with  the  Mahometans,  or 

any  othet^  port  of  the  human  raice^  in  the  dodrlne 

of  the  divine  unity,  •  and  to  worihip  together  with 

them,  the  one  G6d  Md  Father  if  oB^  the  mdktr  pf 

heaven  and  earth. 

1  You, 
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You^  Sir^  as  well  as  my  other  adverfaries  think> 
I  prefume,  to  derive  foiiie  advantage  to  yotir 
caufc,  from  depreciating  my  knowledge  of  the 
learned  languages^  which  is  fo  necefiary  in  thefe 
theological  difcuifions.  Dr.  Horfley  will  not 
allow  me  to  know  any  thing  of  Greek.  Mr.  Bad- 
cock  makes  me  ignorant  even  of  Latin>  and  you 
fay  of  me.  Adv.  p.  6.  "he  appears  to  have  but  a 
^^  (lender  acquaintance  with  the  original  language 
^'  of  the  Old  Teftament,  and  never  to  have  read 
"  the  Hebrew  Bible  with  care  and  attention.  If 
^'  he  had,  it  feems  almoft  impofllble  diat  he 
^^  fhould  have  fallen  into  fuch  palpable  errors  as 
^^  he  has  done.*'  You  even  infinuate,  p.  ^.  that  I 
may  not  know  ^^  that  □>  is  as  truly  a  plural  ter* 
"  mination  in  Hebrew,  as  — rj.  is  in  our.  Ian* 
"  guage/' 

Whether  I  be  ignorant  of  Hebrewj^  or  nol^ 
your  froofs  of  my  ignorance  are  not  a  little  cu- 
rious. One  of  them  is  that,  "  in  the  feftion  of  my 
IntroduAion,  which  profefiedly  relates  to  the 
fcriptures  in  general,  I  have  not  produced  a 
fingle  Hebrew  word.**  (Adv.  p.  6.)  which  I 
might  have  done,  and  yet  have  known  very  littlie 
of  the  language.  And  as  to  the  impardonable 
miftake  I  have  fallen  into,  it  is  no  other,  than  I 
dare  fay,  Bi(h<^  Lowth  would  have  fallen  into  as 
well  as  myfelf.  For  he  would  not  probably  havp 
thought  of  inferring  the  dodnoe'  of  the  txwitf 
from  tlie  word  aUim. 

Oa 
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On  this  fubjeft  of  the  knowledge  of  Hebrew, 
1  will  fay  (and  you  may  fmile  at  me  if  you  pieafe) 
that,  as  I  have  faid  I  would  not  exchange  my 
knowledge  of  Greek  for  that  of  Dr.  Horfley,  fo 
neither  would  I  exchange  my  knowledge  of  He- 
brew with  even  that  of  Mn  Parkhurft,  unfeen, 

and  unexamined* 

» 

I  have,  in  the  courfe  of  my  life,  given  very  par- 
ticular attention  to  the  Hebrew  language.  I  began 
die  ftudy  of  it  when  I  was  about  fifceen^  and  re- 
member that  at  about  eighteen  I  read  in  the  hifto- 
rical  books  of  the  Old  Tcftamenr,  from  Hebrew 
into  Engliih  at  family  prayers.  I  taught  He- 
brew to  a  friend  now  living,  bcfqre  I  was  eighteen. 
Before  I  was  twenty,  I  had  read  the  Hebrew  Bible 
twice  through,  once  with  points,  and  once  without 
points.  I  had,  likewife,  read  other  books  in  He- 
brew befides  the  Bible,  and  had  begun  the  ftudy 
of  other  oriental  languages.  I  was  then  pretty 
well  acquainted  with  Syriac,  and  was  able  to  read 
Arabic.  After  this,  though  my  attention  was 
drawn  to  other  objeds,  I  never  wholly  laid  afide 
my  application  to  Hebrew  1  and  it  has  happened 
diat,  within  lefs  than  fix  months  of  the  laft  year, 
I  read  the  Hebrew  Bible  quite  through,  chiefly 
in  Kennicott's  edition  (led  to  it  in  fome  meafure, 
by  a  prefent  being  made  me  of  that  noble  work 
by  a  perfon  unknown,  and  for  which  I  take  this  ' 
opportunity  of  returning  thanks)  and  this  I  did 
without  confidering  it  as  any  great  addition  to 

my 
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my  other  bufinefs.  If  after  aU  this,  I  know  fo  very 
little  of  Hebrew  as  you  reprcfent,  there  muft  be 
fomething  very  extraordinary  in  the  cafe;  and 
the  ftory  will  yield  but  little  encouragement  to 
other  perfons  to  apply  to  it. 

But  really^  Sir,  the  important  queftion  is  no^ 
whether  Dr.  Horfley  or  myfelf  know  more  of 
Greek,  or  whether  you  or  I  know  more  of  He- 
brew»  but  \vhich  of  us  makes  the  beft  ufe  of  what 
we  do  know. 

With  real  refpeft,  though  with  great  difference 
of  opinion^  I  am. 

Reverend  Sir, 

Your  V  ery  luimble  Servant, 


J.  PRIESTLEY. 


BIRMINGHAM; 
Maech  7,  X7t7« 


CATALOGUE    pr    BOOKS, 

WmTTSK     BT 

Dr.     PRIESTLEY: 

And  ptinted  for  J.   JOHNSON,   Bookfelkr, 
llo.78»  St.  PAUL'S  CHURCH-YARD,  Lonooh. 

t.TXISQUISITION8  rdtting  to  Mattbr  and  Spirit. 
U  To  which  is  added,  the  HiRory  of  the  Philofophiod 
IMriM  tfoacerning  the  Orighi  of  the  Sooi,  and  the  Nature  of 
Mstter;  with  its  Influence  on  Cbrillianityy  efpecially  with  Re- 
ipcft  tothe  Doarine  of  the  Pre-exiftence  of  Chrift.  Alfo  theDoc« 
trine  of  Philofopbical  Neceflity  illnftrated,  the  ad  Edition,  enlarged 
sad  improved,  with  Remarks  on  tbofe  who  have  controverted  the 
Mttiples  of  them,  a  vols.  8s.  6d.  in  boards,  los.  bound. 

a.  APebb  Discyssion  of  the  Doctrines  of  Materialism 
tad  Philosophical  Necessity,  in  a  Correfpondence  betweea 
Dr.  Price  and  Dr.  Priestley.  To  which  are.  added  by  Doc- 
tirPtiESTLEY,  an  Introduction,  explaining  the  Nature  of  the 
Coatroverfy,  and  Letters  to  feverai  Writers  who  have  animad* 
lemd  on  bis  Difquifitions  relating  to  Matter  and  Spirit,  or  hia 
Titatilb  on  Neceffity,  8vo.  6s.  (ew^,  7;  bound. 

3.  A  Defence  of  the  Doftrine  of  Necessity,  in  two  Lettera 
to  tlie  Rev.  Mr.  John  Palmer,  as. 

4.  A  Letter  to  Jacob  Bryant,  Efq;  in  Defence  of  Philofo* 
plucil  Neceffity,  is. 

^  two  preceding  Articles  ma^  be  properly  howul  itpnmtb  the 
fecend  volume  of  Diiquiiitions  on  Matter  and  Spirit. 

5*  Letters  to  a  Philosophical  Unbeliever,  Part  I.  Con- 
tabing  an  Examination  of  the  principal  Objc^ions  to  the  Do^lriaea 
af  iVWartf/  ReligioM,  and  efpecially  thofe  contained  in  the  Writings 
if  Mr.  Hume,  3s.  fewed. 

4.  Addztxona;. 


BOOKS  ivritfen  by  Dr.  PRIESTLEY. 

6.  Additional  Lbttbrs  to  a  Philosophical  UNBELiEVEi 
in  Anlwer  to  Mr,  William  Hammon,  i«.  6d. 

7.  Letters  tot  Philosophical  Unbeliever,  Part  II.  Coiw 
ttniiitg  a  State  of  the  Evidence  of  Revealed  Religion,  with  Anifiw 
adveifions  on  the  twolaftChapiert  of  tliefirft  Volume  of  ilfr.G/^< 
^mT/  Hijiory  ofthi  Dtclint  and  Fall  rfthe  Roman  Empire^  3$. 

N.  B.  The  t<wo  Partly  bound  together^  including  Art,  6,  7s.  6d. 

t.  A  HarmoNV  of  the  Evangelists  in  Greek,  To  wbTch 
aie  prefixed.  Critical  Dissertations  in  Englilh,  4.10.  141.  in 
boards,  178.  bound. 

.9.  A  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists  in  EngUfi ;  with  Kotet, 
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PREFACE. 

A 5  I  wiA  not  to  trouble  the  public 
unneceffarily  with  the  defence  of 
What  I  have  written  on  the  fubjeft  of  the 
divine  uiyty,  and  it  is  become  phyfically 
impoflible  for  me  to  make  particular  replies 
to  each  of  my  opponents,  I  propofc  for  the 
fotore  to  write  one  paniphlet  annually,  in 
which  I  (hall  take  notice  of  every  thing 
that  I  fhall  think  defcrving  of  it,  in  fuch 
publications  in  favour  of  the  do£trine  o^ 
ftc  Trinity  (from  the  ftate  of  things  in  early 
times)  as  the  preceding  year  fllall  produce, 
^f  any  thing  (hould  require  more  fpeedy  ani- 
n^verfion,  I  may  perhaps  be  permitted  ttf 
®akc  ufe  of  the  Gentleman's  Magazine,  as 
'did  with  refpedt  to  Mr.  Howtfs. 

I  have  been  in  cfxpedtatiOn  of  the  prefent 
y^r  (which  is  now  alfhoft  expirod)  produc- 
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ing  treatifes  of  moreconfequence  than  it  has 
done.  However,  I  am  willing  to  give  all 
ray  opponents  whatever  time  they  may  thmk 
neceflary  lo  the  due  perfedlion  of  their 
works.  Borne  time  mitfl  alfo  be  allowed  t6 
their  waiting  for,  and  compliment ingj^  one 
another  5  as  each  of  them  feems  defirous  oi 
Shifting  the  burden  to  fhoulders  more  me 
to  bear  it  than  his  own.  Thus  Mr.  MadaQ 
"  leaves  me  for  due  corre^ion  to  the  fupe** 
•^  rior  abilities,  and  erudition  of  f>r.  Horf* 
"  ley,  Mr.  Howes,  and  the  amiable  an^ 
•'  reverend  dean  of  Canterbury." — \{  I  do 
*'  not  fmart  under  the  mafterly  fcourge 
'*  of  Dr.  Horfley,"  he  fays,  •^  it  is  a  had 
•'  fign  for  me/'  All,  however,  that  1  can 
do  is  to  invite  this  tremendous  fcourge, 
and  the  produdion  of  it  is  n6t  more  fin- 
cerely  defircd  by  Mr.  Madan  than  it  is  bj 
myfelf. 

Let  Dr.  Horflcy  then  (now  that  his  pe- 
riod of  eighteen  months  is  ejTpired)  ap'peair 
again  in  fupport  of  his  attack  on  thevera- 
city  of  0rigen»  or  of  his  church  Qf  orthodox 
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Jcwifk  cbrifti^ps  ^t  Jerufaleoxi  ^ftfir  t^c 
()|pe  of  Adrian^  As  he  h^s  been  pretty 
well  comfpr^ec)  for  hia  J^fifat^  he  cannot 
doubt  of  his  being  aopiply  rewarded  for  a 
complete  vi&pry.  Let  Mr.  Howes  alfo  pro« 
cecd  with  his  argument  to  prove  the  late 
origin  of  Unitarians.  The  public  are  will- 
iqg  enough  to  give  (hena,  a  favourable  hear- 
ing, sind  certainly  cxpeS  to  hear  from  them-. 
Xh6y  are  s^lfo  lookipg  for  the  great  wprk  of 
Df.  Home,  and  fomething  unknown,  but 
fomethingconfiderable,  from  Mr.  White,  as 
ifvll  as  froni  others,  whofe  names,  having 
only  been  pientioned  in  difcourfe,  I  have  no 
right  to  c^U  upon  here. 

Every  year  (with  fatisfaaiop  I  fee  it) 
brings  this  important  controverfy  nearer  to 
its  proper  termination;  and  the  attention 
that  is  a<£tual]y  given  to  it,  at  home  and 
abroad,  4nd  which  inpreafes  continually, 
ftcws  that  the  contepipt  with  which  Jonie 
profefs  to  treat  it,  as  if  it  coqld  have  no 
fcrlops  cpnfequences,  is  only  a^cfled;  and 
Aat  if  it  was  in  their  power  to  come  forth 
with  any  advantage  themfelves,  they  would 
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not  fail  to  do  it.  I  am  happy  to  find  th^t 
the  forward  zeal  of  many  prevails  over-  th< 
fuperior  difcretion  of  others,  and  will  not 
fuffer  the  bufinefs  to  fleep.  And  the  pub- 
lications on  one  fide  will  be  the  means  oi 
procuring  a  hearing  for  thofe  on  the  other. 

As  my  antagonifts  in  general  are  very  li« 
beral  of  their'  compliments  to  each  other, 
and  (in  order  to  cncouraee  others  to  under- 
take what  they  think  proper  to  decline] 
promife  them  an  cafy  viftory,  fo  fooM  oi 
them  combat  one  another,  which  will  (horter 
my  labour.  Thus  Dr.  Croft  mikes  Ktth 
account  of  Mr.  Parkhurfl's  and  Mr.  Madan'i 
argument  from  the  plural  form  of  the  wore 
elobim^  and  Mr.  Howes  leaves  the  charadlei 
of  Origen  unimpcached,  and  Dr.  Horfley'i 
Orthodox  Jewifh  Church  without  defence 
Some  of  them  contend  for  the  abfolute  equa- 
lity of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  and  otheri 
plead  only  for  any  thing  that  can,  by  an] 
conflrudlion,  be  called  dhiniiy.  I  need  no 
mention  the  oppofition  between  the  Arian 
and  Trinitarians,  as  they  do  not  profefs  t( 
defend  the  fame  ground. 
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I  am  fingularly  happy  in  having  an  op« 
portunity  of  addrcfling  a  few  more  letters  to 
Dr.  Price,  in  confequepce  of  the  Appendix 
to  the  fecond  edition  of  his  Sermons,  and  I 
more  particularly  congratulate  our  readers 
on  the  acquifition   of  fuch  a  controverfial 
writer  as  Dr.  Geddes.     I  feel  a  fatisfacftion 
that  I    cannot  exprefs    in  difcuffing  this 
important  queAion  with  fuch  men  as  thefe. 
it  would  even  give  me  pleafure  to  have  an 
opportunity  of  acknowledging  any  miftake 
they  (hould  point  out  to  me.     Why  is  it 
that,  excepting  only  the  dean  of  Canter* 
bury,  the  members  of  the  church  of  Eng- 
land cannot  write  with  the  fame  liberality, 
fuch  as    becomes  gentlemen,  fcholars,  and 
chriftians  ?    When  the  hijlory  of  this  contro^ 
verjy  fliall  be  written  by  an  impartial  hand 
(and  fuf  h  a  one  I  doubt  not  will  in  due  time 
be  found)  the  champions  of  the  eftabliflied 
church  will  not  appear  to  the  moft  advant- 
age, either  with  refpedt  to  the  condition  of 
their  ara)s,  or  their  temper,  and  fkill  in  the 
ufe  of  them. 
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H^w  iong  this  coDtrqverfy  will  Uft,  or  i 
wh»t  fortn  I  (b^ll  continue  my  part  in  it^ 
is  impoiGblc  for  me  to  i^y.  My  prefent  in- 
lention  is  to  proceed  with  writing  Liters 
to  tbe  C^js^id^e^  for  Orders  in  tb^  tisfo  Unu 
VicrfitifSy  and,  ?t  ^  proper  tirne^  to  clofo  tb^ 
^j^o^e  with  a  f(;rious  addrels  to  the  bench 
oflpiihopsi  and  the  legifla(UFei  after  wl^ich 
I  Qf^^M  have  4one  all  that  I  apprehend  to  be 
iQ  iqy  power  to  promote  ^u  impoit  (aa(  an(l 
4cfirable  reformation. 


ERRATA, 

K.  B.  (i)  fifl^fiet/fMK  tbi  hoUoM  rf  (Jbt  ^o 
P^    1. 1.  5.  for  Father,  read  Fathers. 
*—  37. 1. 1 1,  (hi  kt prifffitiMf  read  frft^tbn, 
— -  T%.  K  e.  [hj  (or  fretend§df  ttaAthe  preteft^UJ^ 
— «  79. 1.  8.  tor  hawt  read  t»  have, 
—  107, 1. 4.  for  of  it,  retd  of  the  Trltutji 
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OfibeBoSrineoftbe  Scriptures^  and  that  of  the 

apoftglical  Father. 

RbVERI  VD    StVLy 

T  Have  Icldom  received  more  fatisfaftion  than  I 
hare  done  from  the  perufal  of  the  Letter  you 
bctrc  been  fo  obliging  as  to  addreft  to  me,  in  or- 
der '•  to  prove/'  as  you  fay,  ^^  by  one  prefcriptive 
•'argumt-nt,  that  the  divinity  of  Jefus  Chrilt  was 
*thc  primitive  tenet  of  chriftianity."   You  write 
with  a  cai^dour  becoming  a  chriftian,  and  a  Ga- 
tbotic^  not  in  name  only,  but  in  reality j  while 
ocbers,  whofe  general  f)ftem  of  chriftianity  is  more 
iwtrly  the  fam^  with  my  pwn^  have  engaged  in 
the  fame  controyerfy  with  a  fpirit  highly  unbe- 
coming the  chara^er  they  profcfled. 

Different  as  your  opinions  arc  from  mine,  you 
lay,  p,  5.  **  I  grant  that  you  are  a  chriftian  as  well 
•'  as  I,  and  embrace  you  as  my  fellow  difciple  in 
**  Jcftis.  And  if  you  were  not  a  difciple  of  Jefus, 
•*  ftill  I  would  embrace  you  as  my  fellow  man." 
Id  return,  I  can  do  no  lefs  than  embrace  you  in 
both  charaAers.    I  do  it  from*  my  heart;  and  I 
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hope  that  nothing  in  my  addrefs  to  you  will  give  '■ 
the  lie  to  my  profeffion.    We  arc  fellow  Chrif- 
tiansi  fellow  men,  and  joint  enquirers  after  truth  i . 
willing,  I  doubt  not,  to  aflifl:  each  other  in  our 
enquiries,    as  juftly  efteeming   truth  to  be  the  ^ 
moft  valuable  of  all  acquifitions,  by  whomfoever 
it  be  found. 

In  one  clrcumftance  relating  to  this  controverfjr 
I,  however,  differ  from  you.  You  expcft,  p.  35, 
the  ableft  defenders  of  the  doftrine  of  the  divi- 
nity of  Chrift  in  the  church  of  England.  On  the 
contrary,  I  expeft  them  in  your  church  of  Rome, 
in  which  it  originated.  It  is  adodrine  which  the 
church  of  England  only  received  from  you^  and 
without  any  alteration  whatever.  It  is  therefore 
flill  your  proper  tenet,  and  what  you  ihould  confider  . 
yourfelves  as  peculiarly  bound  to  defend.  The 
members  of  the  church  of  England,  will  naturally 
look  up  to  you  for  the  defence  of  that  tenet, 
which,  without  any  particular  examination,  they 
received  from  you ;  and  they  may  perhaps  abandon 
it,  if  its  proper  parent  ihould  be  unable  to  main- 
tain it.  For  their  fakes,  therefore,  as  well  as  your 
own,  it  behoves  the  members  of  your  church  to 
exert  themfelves  on  this  occafion.  - 

Befides  the  fuperior  liberality  of  your  fcnti- 
ments  in  general,  there  is  a  franknefs  and  candour 
in  your  conceffions^  that  I  have  not  found  in  any  of 
my  numerous  opponents.     You  acknowledge  that 
you  do  iiot  find  the  doftrine  of  the  divinitv  of 
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thrift  in  the  Qld  Tcftament ;  you  arc  not  very 

confident  that  you  find  it  even  in  the  New;  and 

.  you  make  no  difficulty  at  all  of  giving  up  the  ar- ' 

iJiiinent,  fo  much  inlifted  oii  by  Dr.  Horfley, 

[horn  the  writings  of  the  apoftolical  fathers.  **  The 

*•  figures,"  you  fay,  p.  67,  **  the  allufions,  and 

j  •  die  prophecies  of  the  Old  Teftament,  by  them- 

*•  fdves,  prefcnt  to  the  unprejudiced  reader  no  ex* 

"pliciL  idea  of  the  ^bfoluce  divinity  of  the  pro* 

^  iniied  Mtffiah — and  I  muft  confefs,  if  we  had 

**  DO  other  clue  to  guide  us,  I  (hould  be  inclined 

"to conclude  the  Mdfliah  to  be  a  mere  man, 

•*  though  endowed  with  privileges  abore  the  reft 

^  of  mankind.    On  New  Tcftament  ground  I 

"  think  I  could  make  a  firmer  ftand,  and  fight 

**  Inth  you  at  leaft  on  equal  terms.  Among  many 

^  ambiguous  texts  that  may  be  urged  againft  your 

"  fyftem,  there  are  certainly  three  or  four,  the 

*•  force  of  which  cannot  cafily  be  eluded.    Wit- 

•*  ncfs  the  hard  ftrainings  that  have  been  made  by 

"  yourfclf,  and  your  party,  to  give  them  a  plau- 

"  Oble  Socinian  interpretation;  whilft  they  feem, 

"  at  the  very  firft  fight,  exprefsly  calculated  to 

**  jiiftify  thedoftrine  of  your  advcrfarics." 

I  wifti  that,  in  the  profecution  of  this  argument, 
you  would  mention  the  sbree  or  four  texts,  on 
which  you  lay  lb  much  ftrefs*  In  the  mean  time, 
I  would  alk,  whether  there  be  not  many  more 
than  three  ot  four,  or  even  than  three  or  four- 
fcorc  texts,  which  teach  the  great  doftrine  of  the 
lole  divinity  of  the  Father,  much  more  unequi- 
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vocally  than  any  of  your  three  or  four  unnamed 
texts,  do  that  of  the  divinity  of  the  Son?  I  fliall 
on  this  occalion,  call  to  your  recollection  only  a 
few  of  them.  Matt.  xix.  7.  fVby  calleft  tbou  me 
good.  There  is  none  goody  but  one,  that  is  God.  Mark' 
xii.  32.  There  is  one  Godj  and  there  is  none  other  iui 
hi.  John  xvii.  3. 716^/  they  might  know  thee,  the  §wlf 
true  God.  Rom«  xvi,  21.  To  God  only  wife — through 
Jefus  Chrrfi.  Cor.  viiu  6.  To  us  there  is  hui  one 
Gcdj  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things,  and  we  in 
him ;  and  one  Lard  Jefus  Chrifi  by  whom  are  aU 
things,  and  we  by  him.  £ph.  vi.  6.  One  Lord, 
me  faith,  one  baptifm;  one  Gcd,  and  father  of  aU^ 
who  is  above  all,  and  through  all,  and  in  you  alL 
I  Tim. ii.  ^.Tbere  is  one  God,  and  one  mediator  be- 
tween  God  and  men,  the  man  Chri/l  Jefus.  Jude 
4.  Denying  the  only  Lord  God,  and  our  Lord  Jefus 
Chrifi. 

• 

How  often  do  we  read  of  the  God^  as  well  as  the 
Father,  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  ?  And  is  it  not  the 
uniform  cuftom  of  the  writers  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  to  name  God  and  Chrifi  as  contradiftinguilhed 
from  each  other  ?  What  hard  draining.  Sir,  mull 
ic  not  require  to  give  to  any  of  the  above-men- 
tioned texts,  which  have  not  fo  much  as  the  ap- 
pearance oi  ambiguity  in  them,  a  plaufible  trinita- 
rian  interpretation  ? 

You  reft  this  great  controverfy,  as  far  as  it  is  to 
be  decided  by  the  fcriptures,  on  three  or  four  texts, 
and  what  appears  to  be  their  fenfe  ^ /  jf;^  ^^4/ 

,  only. 


Hiv.    Di.     G  E  D  D  E  S.  5 

onlf.     But  you  know,  Sir,  that  the  true  fenfc  of 
many  pafTages  of  fcripture,   as  well   as  of  otiier 
wiidngs,  is  by  no  means  what  it  feems  to  be  at 
firft  fight,  cfpecially  when  the  language  is  figura- 
trrcj  mkI  that  a  coniparifon  of  them  with  other 
p^dStges  is  often  neceffary  to  explain  them.  There 
caanot,  therefore,  appear  even  to  yourfclf  to  be 
any   great  ground  of  confidence  here.     And  I 
might  well  aflc  you,  whether  it  be  not  extraordi- 
nary, that  a  doftrinc  of  lb  great  magnitude  as 
that  of  tfce  divinity  of  Chrift,  and  which  draws 
^fmr  it  confequences  of  fo  much  importance  in 
practice,  as  well  as  theory  (efpccially  the  worlhip- 
ping  of  him  as  the  fupreme  God  i  and  which  at 
frfi  fi^t^  you  muft  acknowledge  direftly  militates 
againft  the  doftrine  of  the  fole  divinity  of  the  ons 
God  and  Father  of  ally  exprefsly  cdWcdibe  God  and 
father  ofjefus  Cbrift  himfelf )  fhould  refl:  on  three 
or  four  texts,  of  which  you  can  only  fay  that,  at 
faft  fight,  they  appear  to  be  in  your  favour. 

The  doftrineof /i&^  unity  of  God  is  unqucftionr^bly 
that  of  a  thoufand  texts,  and  is  implied  in  the 
whole  tenor  of  fcripture.  This  no  perfon  ever 
did,  or  can  deny.  And  did  not  the  doftrine  of 
three ferfons  in  this  godhead,  if  it  be  a  truth,  re- 
quire to  be  declared  in  as  explicit  a  manner,  if 
it  was  meant  to  be  inculcated  at  all  ?  As  to  the 
divinity  of  Chrift,  an  ingenious  man  would  eafily 
find  as  niany  plaufible  arguments  for  the  divi- 
nity of  Mofes.  • 
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If  the  do£brine  of  the  trinity  be  clearly  taught 
in  the  fcriptures,  how  comes  it  that  yourfclf, 
^^  after  reading  the  belt  Athanafian,  Arian,  and 
"  Socinian  gloflarifts,'*  cquld  be,  as  you  fay, 
p.  II.  ^'  Athanafian,  Arian,  and  Socinian,  by 
<»  turns  ?**  This,  Sir,  is  not  my  cafe.  The  Atha- 
nafian and  Arian  gloflarifts  only  make  me  a  tnorp 
confirmed  Unitarian. 


If  adoration  be  really  due  to  Chrift  from  hi^ 
followers,  as  you  fay,  p.  4,  why  have  we  fo  little  of 
pithcr  precepf^  or  example  of  it  in  the  fcriptures? 
Could  Origen  have  written  fo  exprefsly  as  he  has 
done  againft  praying  to  Chrift,  if  it  h^d  been  the 
practice  of  qhriftians  from  thp  earlieft  ages  ? 

Of  the  writings  of  the  apoftolical  Fathers,  yoq 
frankly  and  juftly  fay,  p.  11.    "  fome  are  loft, 
others  imperfeft,  and  others  interpolated,  and 
together  afford  but  an  ambiguous  commentary 
on  an  ambiguous  text." 
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LETTER       II. 


Of  the  Nicene  CounciL 

RlV.  SiRj 

ON  what,  then»  do  you  fix  your  foot,  and  what 
is  the  real  ground  of  your  faith  in  the  doc- 
trine for  which  you  contend  ?  When  I  had  read 
the  title  page  of  your  pamphlet,  I  for  fome  time 
proceeded  no  farther,  but  amufcd  myfelf  with 
conje&uring  what  your  great  prefcriptive  argu^ 
mini  I  that  argument  which  rendered  all  others 
tmnecefTary,  might  be;  but  really.  Sir,  all  my 
conjeftures  were  wide  of  the  truth,  for  I  own 
I  (hould  leaft  of  all  have  expefted  it  where  you 
imagine  you  have  found  it.  But  my  readers  fhall 
hear  yourfelf  on  the  fubjedt 

"  In  this  dubiety,"  you  lay,  p.  1 2,  "  I  look 
*'  about  for  fomething  more  explicitly  fatisfac- 
^'  tory,  and  this  I  think  I  find  in  the  formal  de- 
*'  ciiion  of  the  Nicaean  council."  When  I  had 
difcovered  this,  I  was  no  lefs  at  a  lofs  in  conjec- 
turing how  any  decifion  of  fuch  a  council  as  that, 
called  for  fuch  a  purpofe  as  that  was,  by  fuch  a 
perfon  as  Conftantine,  and  efpecially  at  fo  great 
a  diilance  of  time  from  the  age  of  the  apofUes, 
could  at  all  anfwer>  or  even  feem  to  anfwer,  yoyr 
purpoie, 
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On  this  fubicft  you  fay,  p.  14,  *^  I  afk  you 
"  whether  you  think  it  in  the  fmalleft  degree  pro- 
"  bable,  that  three  hundred  and  eighteen  of  tro 
principal  paftors  in  the  chriftian  church,  con- 
voked from  the  three  parts  of  the  then  known 
world,  could fioffibly  conibine  tocflablifh  a  doc- 
trine different  from  that  which  they  had  hither- 
to taught  their  refpeftive  flocks,  and  whitbthey 
had  itbemitlyes  received  from  their  prtdfcelr; 
*^  Ibrsib  tbe  mtoiilry'? — You  uraft  theot  I  thtnk^ 
*^^  ftildw '  tbatk  at  this  period,  tihc  belicf/of  vthc  di- 
'*  vtni^y  of  Jfcfus,  was  the  imi^rerfal  belief,  of  th* 
^^  chriftiaaqhiitrchea  of  Afia,  Africa,  aod  Enn^,'* 

This  then.  Sir,  is  wkat  you  caU,  p.  19,  ymar 
"  invincible  prefcriptive  proof  of  the  ^lYkiky  of 
^'  Chrift,*'  aindnuich  tct^uena  you  employ  ob  the 
&l^e4^$  buti  own  I  fee  in  it  litde  d  Of^umint, 
or  even  of  plauiibility.  For  the  greater  per^fucuity^ 
Ifhall  fl:ate  my  obje6ti^»iB  to  wiiat  you  havein^god 
in  a  number  of  obfervations,  that  their  ftrcngth, 
iWiethfcr  viewed,  feparatcly  or  jointly^  raa^r  be 
moreidifttn&ly  fxn ;  and  at  due  fame  tisne^  obac  if 
there  bt  ^nf  Utent  fallacy  in  them,  it  ni«y  be 
teareieafilydetefted.  •       - 

• 

Firft,  You  call  Ae  Niceoe  Father*,  p.  i6t  ''the 
''  rcpre&ntatiyes  of  the  ivhole  chriftian  church." 
Now,  in  my  opiAion^  they  neprcfented  the  dyriC- 
tim  cbiurch,  im  no  other  kak  thaa  our  Ho«fe  of 
Lords  might  be  faid  to -reprefeiK  the  £o|^ 
nation.  There  was  no  Houfe  of  Commons  ia  that 
a&mbly.    There  were  iKUpe  to  fpeak  the  fenti- 

ments 
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Qxeats  of  the  common  peopk,  Ufhich  I  have  Oiewn 
at  large,  and  from  the  acknowledgments  of  feveral 
of  thofe  Fathers  themfclves^  to  have  been  verjrs 
different  from  theirs. 

Secondly^  This  celebrated  council,  being  held 
m  the  year  325,  is  too  remote  from  the  age  of  the 
ipoftlcs  to  be  expefted  (con(klering  the  influences 
IS  which  the  learned  chriftians  had  beenexpofed) 
to  retain  die  primitive  do6brine  concerning  Chrift. 
The  do£b*ines  of  Plato  appear  to  hav€  been  in 
the  chriftian  church  as  early  as  the  age  of  Juftin 
Martyr,  who  wrote  about  A.  D.  140.  From, that 
time  almoft  all  the  learned  chriftians  imbibed 
them ;  and  the  confequence  of  this  wasfuch  a  rapid 
departure  from  the  primitive  dodrine,  that  wc 
could  not  reafonably  cxpcft  to  find  it  among  fuch 
biibops  as  w^re  aflembled  at  Nice  in  325,  . 

This  confederation  alone  furniflics  a  ilifficicnt 
anfwer  to  your  irrefragable  prefcriptive  argu- 
ment. Had  the  council  been  held  in  the  age 
immediately  following  that  of  the  apoftles,  or  had 
the  learned  chriftians  confined  themfclves  to 
the  ftudy  of  the  fcriptures,  and  known  nothing 
of  heathen  philofophy  5  had  no  enemy  fown  tares 
among  the  good  feed,  your  argument  would  have 
had  fome  weight.  But  this  council  being  held 
two  centuries  and  an  half  after  the  age  of  the 
apoflles,  and  near  two  centuries  after  the  intro- 
duAion  of  Platonifm  into  chriftianity,  I  cannot 
idlpw  it  to  have  any  weight  at  ati 

Thirdly, 
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Thirdly,  I  need  not  remind  you.  Sir,  who 
appear  to  know  human  nature,  and  mankind, 
very  well^  and  who  acknowledge,  p.  12,  that 
*^  the  Fathers  afTembled  at  Nice  were,  both  fevc- 
"  rally  and  conjunftly,  an  aflcmbly  of  fallible 
^'  men,"  that  the  inclination  of  the  emperor  (who 
appears  by  his  fpeech  to  them  to  have  been  deeply 
tinftured  with  the  doftrines  of  Plato)  and  that  of 
thofe  bifhops  who  had  his  confidence,  being  well 
known,  there  would  be  a  great  leaning  to  their 
opinion ;  and  that  the  more  confcientiousof  thofe 
who,  if  they  had  attended,  muft  have  been  under 
the  difagrecable  ncceflity  of  oppofing  it,  would 
find  excufes,  and  ftay  at  home.  Three  hundred 
and  eighteen  was  far  from  being  the  whole  num- 
ber of  Chriftian  biihops  in  that  age. 

Fourthly,  If  you  confider  the  part  that  either 
Conftantine  himfelf,  or  the  profefTed  enemies  of 
Arius,  took  in  the  bufinefs  of  this  celebrated 
council,  you  muft  acknowledge  that  very  little 
can  be  faid  for  the  liberty  of  it.  I  fhall  only  call 
to  your  recoUe&ion  a  few  circuinftances  men- 
tioned by  Tillemont,  to  whofe  authority,  or  im- 
partiality, you  will  not  objed. 

On  declaring  himfelf  a  Chriftian,  Conftantine 
was  extremely  defirous  to  promote  the  unity  of  the 
church,  and  for  that  purpofe  firft  wrote  by  Hofiua 
to  Alexandria  on  the  fubjeft.  This  meafurc  not 
fuccceding ;  at  the  earneft  requeft  of  Hofius,  and 
Alexander  biibop  of  iUexai^dria,  he  fummoned 

the 
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the  council  of  Nice^  bvrt  not  till  he  had  threatened 
die  clergy  among  the  followers  of  Arius  with 
ferving  in  the  public  ofEces,  if  they  did  not  <|uit 
the  fociety  of  fo  wicked  a  mafter^  and  agree  to 
the  pure  faith  of  the  church. 

When  Conftantine  came  to  the  council  he 
omitted  nothing  in  his  power  to  make  the  Fathers 
unanimous  in  their  decifions.  Many  of  the  friends 
of  Arius  were  induced  to  join  in  his  condemnation 
for  fear  of  banifliment^  to  which  Arius  himfelf, 
and  two  of  his  firmer  friends^  were  adually  fent. 
After  this  the  emperor  ordered  all  the  books  of 
Arius  to  be  burned,  and  thofe  who  concealed 
them  to  be  put  to  death*  Thefe  are  fome  of  the 
particulars  relating  to  the  conduft  of  Conftantine. 

The  greatcft  oppofers  of  Arius,  thofe  who  may 
be  called  his  perfonal  enemies,  were  Alexander, 
Athanafius,  and  Hofius.  The  laft  had  prefided 
in  a  council  at  Alexandria,  in  which  Arius  wasi 
condemned.  Athanafius  calls  him  the  conductor 
of  all  the  councils.  Alexander  had  fo  much 
influence  at  the  council  of  Nice,  that  he  is  faid 
to  have  been  the  mafter  of  all  things  in  it.  Atha- 
nafius alfo  had  great  weight  there;  and  had  it 
depended  upon  him,  Arianifm  had  been  extin- 
guiflied  in  it.  Hofius  compofed  the  creed,  but 
Athanafius  himfelf  aflifted  in  it. 

« 

Thefe,  Sir,  are  only  tranflations  of  different 
p^flT^s  in  the  hiftory  that  Tillemont  gives  of 

the 


12  LETTERS    TO    THE 

the  council  of  Nke.  Do  you  dnen,  -who  arc  not 
ignoraDC  of  humm  Baturej  or  human  aSairSy  dj 
wha£  chance  Ariai^ifin,  if  it  had  been  die  troth, 
could  have  had  in  thofe  circumftaaces,  or  how  far 
a  declaration  agreeable  to  the  gtmnine  and  pnini«> 
tive  doftrincs  of  chriftianity  was  to  be  expefted 
from  the  Fathers  ac  Nice. 

Fifthly,  In  the  very  next  reign,  iirficn  the 
emperor  was  an  Arian,  there  were  as  numerous 
aifemblies  of  Arian  biihops,  in  the  fame  part  of 
the  world,  as  there  were  of  Trinitarian  ones  at 
Nice;  and  a  little  before  the  council  of  Nice, 
there  were  aflembiies  of  the  clergy  both  io  Bythy* 
nira,  and  Paleftine,  which  TiUemont  calls  €0UMdUj 
v/hich  were  in  favour  of  Arius.  So  that,  by  the 
fame  mode  of  reafoning  which  you  have  adopted, 
it  might  be  proved  thax  Arianilm  was  the  primitive 
doArine  conceroing  Chrift. 

Sixthly,  Your  argument^  admitting  the  juftnefs 
of  your  medium  of  proof,  will  prove  a  great  deal 
too  much.  For  it  will  not  only  prove  that  the 
primitive  doftrine  was  the  divinity  of  Chrift  in 
general,  but  alfo  that  ^W  of  divinity  which  thofe 
Fathers  afcribed  to  him,  a  kind  which  1  imagine 
that  you.  Sir,  will  not  mainuin;  for  it  is  not  the 
prefent  Carbolic  do£trine^  and  indeed  fooa  ceafcd 
to  be  fo,  as  I  have  ibewn  at  large  in  my  HiJUry 
of  early  Opinions  concerning  Chrift.  Thofe  Fathers 
univei^lly  held  that  the  divinity  of  the  Son  was 
greatly  inferior  to  that  of  the  Father,  and  Jud  its 

origin 
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or^in  in  the  reafon  of  the  Father;  which  having 
been  firft  in  him  as  an  atiribute^  afterwards  became 
zperfon.  Will  you,  or  any  perfon,  ac  tiiis  day, 
maintain  that  this  was  the  primitive  do<5trine  con- 
cerning Chrift,  that  which  was  held  and  taught 
by  the  apofties  ? 

Seventhly,  The  council  of  Nice  was  held  for  the 
cxprefs  purpofc  of  the  condemnation  of  one  par- 
ticular opinion,  in  whijch  the  Unitarians  had  no 
concern.  It  was  to  condemn  the  dodtrine  of 
Arius,  who  held  that  Chrift  was  a  creature,  pro- 
duced fiom  nothing  (fx  twv  ««  oi/7«v)  and  that  there 
was  a  time  when  he  was  not.  In  oppofition  to 
this,  the  Trinitarians  held  that  the  Son  was  no 
creature^  but  of  the  fame  fubflance  {piAonai^)  wi:h 
the  Father;  and  that,  having  been  the  proper 
reajon  of  the  Father,  there  could  never  have  been 
any  time  in  which  he  was  notj  for  that  then  the 
Father  would  have  been  without  reafon.  Such, 
you  well  know,  was  the  reafoning  of  the  time  on 
the  fubjcft. 

On  thefe  two  opinions,  the  Unitarians  could 
much  more  eafily  adopt  the  language  of  the 
Trinitarians,  than  that  of  the  Arians.  For  many 
of  them  alfo  had  learned  to  philofophize,  though 
not  fo  much  as  the  Trinitarians;  and  acknow- 
ledging, as  all  Unitarians  do,  that  a  divine  power 
refided,  and  acted,  in  Chrift,  they  faid  that  this 
divine  power  was  that  of  the  Father,  and  therefore 
might  be  faid  to  be  the  Fatherj  who,  being  in 

Chrift, 
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Chrift,  did  the  works  by  which  his  divine  miffioii 
was  evidenced.  They  therefore  thought  thcm- 
felves  authorized  to  fay  that  the  Father  and  the 
Son  were  one  and  the  fame,  and  of  courfe  ofuSaw^ 
or  of  the  fame  fubjlance.  A  Sabellian,  therefore, 
might  adopt  the  language  of  the  council  of  Nice. 
This  is  acknowledged  by  the  learned  Beaufobre. 
And  Marcellus  of  Ancyra  did  moft  vehemently 
oppofe  Arius  in  that  council;  a  conduct  which 
the  Arians  never  forgave  him. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER       III. 

Of  the  State  of  Unitarlanifm  in  the  primitive  Times. 

Re  v.  Si  R, 

TH  E  preceding  obfervations,  in  my  opinion, 
furnilh  a  fufficicnt  anfwer  to  your  irre- 
fragahle  prefcriptive  argument.  But,  to  my  great 
furprize,  you  farther  fay,  p.  32.  "  If  the  divinity 
"  and  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift  was  not  a  tenet  of 
**  primitive  chriftianity,  tlysre  muft  have  been  a 
"  period,  prior  to  the  Nicaean  council,  when  it 
**  was  accounted  a  herefy,  and  when  the  non- 
*^  divinity  was  as  univerfally  taught,  as  the  fole 

"  orthodox 
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* 

''orthodox  do6trine.  Be  pleafed  thiefi  to  point 
"  out  that  period,  and  prove  that  it  cxifted,  not 
"  by  negatives,  prefumptions,  and.arguments  from 
"  improbability,  but  by  clear  pofitive  teftimony, 
''  For  until  you  do  this,  I  ihall  always  confider 
''  the  decifion  of  the  Nica^n  fynod  as  an  irrefra- 
**  gable  proof,  that  the  divinity  of  our  Lord  was 
^  an  original  article  of  the  Catholic  faith/' 

Again  you  fay,  p.  20.  ''  I  think  you  (hould 
'  have  endeavoured,  and  been  able,  to  ihew  when, 
'  and  by  whom,  and  in  what  manner,  fuch  an 

*  important  revolution  was  brought  about,   who 

*  was  the  firft  broacher  of  the  novel  opinion,  what 
'  oppofiiion  it  met  with,  which  of  the  apoftolic 
'  fees  was  the  firft  to  embrace  it,  and  by  what 

*  wonderful  influence  it  got  pofleflion  of  all  the 
'  reft  J  without  noife,  without  rcfiftance,  without 
'  any  of  thofe  circumftances  that  always  attend 

*  the  introduftion  of  a  novelty  in  matters  of  re- 
'  ligion,  efpecially  when  the  contradiftory  of  ari 
'ctt^blifhed  opinion  is  attempted  to  be  intro- 
'  duced." 

Now  all  this,  or  as  much  of  it  as  any  reafonable 
man  can  require,  I  have  aftually  done,  in  my 
Hifiory  of  early  Opinions  concerning  Cbrift.  By  a 
diftinft  exhibicion  of  the  doftrincs  of  Platonifm, 
by  an  abundant  proof  of  their  having  been  adopted 
by  the  chriftian  Fathers,  and  from  the  near  rcfem- 
blance  between  them  and  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinity 
in  the  firft  ftage  of  it,  I  think  I  have  made  it  moft 

tvidt  nt. 
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evident^  diaic  it  had  that  origin^  and  no  other. 
No  child  ever  proved  its  own  parent  more  clearl/ 
dian  this  docs.  . 

I  have  alfo  fhewn,  in  the  fulled  manner,  that 
the  Trinmrian  dod:rine  was  confidercd  as  an  imuf^ 
valion,  and  that  it  gave  the  greateft  offence  to  the 
common  people,  though,  by  the  plaufible  repre* 
fentations,  and  frequent  apologies,  of  the  learned 
chriftians,  they  were  kept  tolerably  quiet  j  till  by 
means  of  the  overbearing  influence  of  the  govern- 
ing powers,  and  alfo  that  of  the  great  fee  of  Home, 
all  oppofition  to  the  novel  doctrine  had  no  eiFe6t; 
notwithftanding  the  ftrongeft  remonftrances  did 
not  fail  to  be  made  againit  it  in  every  period. 

I  have  fhewn.  Sir,  that  it  was  univerfally  ac- 
knowledged by  the  chriftian  Fathers,  Anteniccnc 
Nicene,  and  Poftnicene,  that  the  firft  converts 
to  chriftianity,  Jews  and  Gentiles,  were  fo  firmly 
perfuaded  of  tHe  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift,  that 
the  apoftles  themfclves  did  not  chufe  to  teach 
openly  and  clearly  any  other  do6trine.  I  have 
fliewn  that  thofe  Unitarians  were  never  confidered 
as  Heretics^  notwithftanding  their  opinion  differed 
fo  much  from  that  which  was  held  by  thofe  who 
afterwards  appropriated  to  themfclves  the  tide  ol 
Catholic.  I  have  produced  a  variety  of  oth« 
evidence,  of  the  moft  fatisfiaftory  kind,  to  provi 
that  the  primitive  chriftian  church  was  Unitarian 
and  to  no  part  of  it  have  you  fo  much  as  ad verccc 
in  your  Letter  s  fo  that  in  the  idea  of  thcfe  Fathers 

3  ^h 
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Jte  believers  in  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift  were 
tm  a  few  objcure  Je^aries^  as  you  call  them,  p.  5. 

You  make  very  light  of  the  Ehiomtes^  p.  1 6, 
But,  according  to  the  teftimony  of  Origen,  they 
were  the  whole  body  of  Jewifh  chriftians,  of  whom 
fome,  he  fays,  believed  the  miraculous  conception  of 
Jcfus,  and  others  did  nor,  but  none  of  them  believed 
lis  divinity.  Is  their  opinion  and  teftimony  to  be 
cfteemed  of  no  value,  when  ancient  doHrines  are 
fought  for  ^  If  this  be  not  the  pofitive  uftimony 
you  require,  what  is  fo  ? 

You  do  not  even  appear  to  be  apprized  of  the 
great  objed  of  my  work,  which  was  not  only  to 
trace  the  rife  and  progrefs  of  the  dodlrine  of  the 
trinity,  but  alfo  to  fhew  that,  though  the  learned 
chriftians,  from  Juftin  Martyr  to  the  council  of 
Nice,  held  the  do6krine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift, 
the  greater  part  of  the  common  feople  were  believers 
in  his  limple  humanity. 

Befides,  the  more  learned  chrift iar^s  may  eafily 
be  fuppofed  to  have  departed  from  the  primitive 
do&rine  concerning  Chrift,  as  they  were  peculiarly 
cxpoied  to  influences,  which  muft  have  operated 
very  powerfully  to  produce  that  efieft  \  whereas 
the  coinmon  people  were  not  fubjedl  to  that  dan- 
gerous influence,  and  therefore  were  much  more 
likely  to  retain  the  original  dodtrine  tranfmitted 
&om  the  apoftles,  who  certainly  were  not  Plato- 
1^3,  and  indeed  could  never  have  underftood  fuch 

C  a  fyftem 
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a  fyftem  as  that  of  the  Nicene  Fathers.  Univerfal 
experience  and  obfervation  (hews,  that  old  opini&ns 
are  longed  retained  by  the  common  people,  and 
that  innovations  begin  with  the  learned  and  fpecu- 
lative.  Thefe  things^  fir,  you  fhould  have  noticed^ 
if  you  had  propofed  to  make  any  cfFcftual  reply  to 
my  work. 

I  am  not  much  lefs  furprized  at  the  following 
paragraph  in  your  letter.  **  Is  it  not  ftrangc,*' 
you  fay,  p.  23,  **  paffing  ftrange,  that,  in  not  one 
*^  of  ihofe  affemblies"  (viz.  about  forty  councils 
held  after  that  of  Nice)  "  neither  at  Alexaa- 
"  dria,  nor  Antioch,  nor  Caefarea,  nor  Sardica,  nor 
**  Jerufalem,  nor  Conftantinople,  nor  Sirmium,  nor 
•'  Milan,  nor  Rome,  nor  Rimini,  there  fhould  not 
**  be  a  fingl'.'  voice  raifcvi  in  favour  of  Sccinianifm, 
"  a  fingle  pen  employed  to  defend  it,  '  a  fingle 
**  authority  quoted  in  its  fupport.  And  that  while 
"  the  whole  body  of  chriftians  were  engaged  in  a 
*'  controverfy  about  two  opinions,  both  equallj 
"  falfe,  the  only  true  dogma  fliould  be  overlooked, 
**  (hould  be  rejected,  Ihould  be  anathematized  by 
*'  all?  This  1  confefs  is  to  me  inconceivable— is, 
**  in  the  nature  of  things,  hardly  poffible.*^ 

Had  I  not  the  moft  pcrfeft  confidence  in^your 
impartiality,  and  love  of  truth,  I  fhould  have  con- 
cluded from  this  paragraph,  thkt  you  had  not  fo 
much  as  read  the  work  on  which  you  have  anitpad* 
verted.  I  cannot  help  fufpefiing,  however,  that, 
imagining  your  one  frefcriptive  argutnent  to  be 
4  abundantly 
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i^ndantly  fufficient  for  your  purpofc,  you  con- 
tented yourfclf  with  giving  but  a  Qight  attention  to 
the  greater  part  of  my  work;  and  that  tlie  few 
traces  which  the  hafty  pcrufal  of  it  left  in  your 
mind  were  wholly  effaced  at  tHe  time  of  writing 
your  Litier  to  me. 

Nay,  the  furprize  you  cxprcfs  would  have  been 
precluded,  if  you  had  fufficiently  attended  to  what 
you  yourfelf  juftly  lay  of  the  hiftory  of  the  times 

rwhich  followed  the  council  of  Nice,  p.  22,  viz. 
ihac  '^  in  them  Arianifm  and  Athanafianifm  alter- 
•*  nately  triumphed."     Unitarianifm   was  not  the 

-  objcA  of  any  of  thofe  councils,  except  thofe  which 
were  called  on  the  account  of  Photinus,  and  we 
have  no  particulars  of  what  palTcd  in  any  of  them. 
At  that  time  the  emperors,  and  leading  bifhops, 

.were  ail  either  Arians  or  Athanalians ;  and  having 
CO  combat  with  one  another,  they  overlooked  the 
Unitarians,  whofe  party  was  then  fo  low  (not  with 
refpeft  to  numbers^  but  to  rank  and  conjideration)  that 
they  had  nothing  to  fear  from  them.     How  then 

is  it  incot7C€ii'ahU^  that  their  opinions  ihould  be 
anathematized  by  both  parties,  when  they  were 
equally  holltle  to  both. 

To  anticipate  my  reply  to  fome  part  of  the  pre- 
ceding paragraph,  you  add,  p.  24,  "  You  will  fay 
"  perhaps,  that  even  at  that  time  Socinianifm  was 
"  not  intirely  without  its  witneffes  among  the 
**  bifhops  themfclves,  and  refer  me  to  Paul  of 
"  Antioch,  and  Photinus  of  Sirmium.     That  both 

C  2  *'  thefc 
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*^  thcfe  were  in  fome  meafure  SocinianSj  I  grant ; 
*<  but  this  ferves  only  to  give  a  greater  dqprce  of 
^^  (Irength  to  my  argument.  For  in  what  light  was 
'^  their  doftrine  confidered  by  their  fellow  biflibpSt 
^  and  what  were  the  cunfcquences  of  their  ttaching 
"  it  ?  1  hey  were  regarded  as  blafphemous  inno- 
"  vators,  threatened  with  immediate  depofition,  and 
**  excommunicated  by  bvOth  parties*.  If  yoU  think 
then  that  you  can  avail  yourfelf  of  fuch  a  tefti* 
monyj  you  are, welcome  to  ufc  it;  and  you  may 
add  all  the  other  fimilar  teftimonies  you  can  glean 
^^  through  all  the  preceding  ages,  from  Paul  of 
•*  Antloch  up  to  Ccrinthus :  all  thi$>  when  put  in 
**  the  balance  with  the  teftimony  of  the  Nicaean 
**  Fathers,  to  me  appears  a  grain  againft  an  hundred 
"  weight/* 

In  this  paragraph,  and  in  this  alone,  you  look 
back  to  the  time  preceding  the  council  of  Nicei 
and  the  ftate  of  things  being  very  difierent  in  the 
different  })eriods  of  that  time,  what  you  fay  does  not 
apply- to  them  all  alike.  The  Unitarians  were  by 
no  mean^  confidered  in  the  fame  light  from  the  age 
of  Cerinthus,  which  was  that  of  the  apoftles,  to 
that  of  Paul  of  Antioch,  and  much  lefs  that  of 
Photinus,  though  you  make  no  difference  in  the 
cafe.  In  that  of  Cerinthus,  and  long  after,  they 
were  fo  far  from  being  confidered,  or  treated,  as 
heretics^  that  it  was  univerfally  acknowledged  that 

Unitarianifm  was  the  only  dodtrine  which  the  uti- 

• 

*  In  the  time  of  Paul  of  Aflttocb  Aris^nifin  had  no  exiftcoce. 

learned 
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ktrncd  cKriftians  had  been  taught,  even  by  the 

apoftles  themfelves;  and  they  were  fo  far  from 

being  excommunicated,  that  by  the  confeflfion  of 

their  adverfaries,  till  the  publication  of  John's  gof- 

peU  after  the  deftruftion  of  Jerufalem,  there  was  no 

other  opinion  among  the  common  people.     No 

creed,  no  fcntence  of  any  council,  ever  prefumed 

10  call  them  heretics.   On  the  contrary,  they  boldly 

charged  the  Trinitarians,  as  foon  as  they  appeared, 

notwithftanding  all  their  apologies,  and  the  art  with 

which  their  doctrine  was  introduced,  as  innovators 

in  the  fcheme  of  chriftianity.     In  the  time  of  Ter- 

tullian  the  major  f^rs^  the  majority  of  chriftians  held 

this  language,  and  the  mrcv^o;^  the  multitude^  in  the 

time  of  Athanafius. 

If  you  even  confine  your  attention  to  the  writers 
in  defence  of  Unitarinifm,  who  always  bear  a  very 
fmall  proportion  even  to  the  reading  and  thinking 
part  of  any  ie6t,  and  a  fiill  fmaller  to  thofe  who  do 
not  read  and  think,  but  follow  the  leading  of  others 
(which  is  the  cafe  with  the  great  mafs  of  all  ranks 
of  men)  they  will  not  appear  fo  inconfiderable  as  you 
faaftily  reprcfent  them  (cfpecially  as  it  is  allowed  that 
the  generality  of  the  learned  chriftians  were  aidi&ed 
to  Platonifm)   beginning  with  Symmachus,   and 
ending  with  Photinus,  who,  in  the  late  age  in  which 
he  lived,  was  fo  popular  in  his  diocefc,  that  three 
fynods,  under  an  Arian  emperor,  were  ncceffary  to 
expel  himi  and  who  continued  writing  to  an  ad- 
vanced  age,    treating  every   doftrine  except  the 
Unitarian  with  juft  contempt.     Among  other  trea- 

C  3  tifes 
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tifcs  he  wrote  one  on  the  fubjeS:  of  berefy;  and 
though,  in  the  early  ages,  this  term  had  been  fytio^ 
nymous  to  Gnofricifm,  it  is  very  poifible  that>  as 
his  enemies  had  treated  him  as  an  hereticj  he^  who 
appears  to  have  had  no  dread  of  them>  tr^atcd^them 
as  heretics  in  return. 

Two  fynods  were  neceflary  to  condemq  even 
Paul  of  Antioch,  and  the  power  of  the  emperor  was 
called  in  to  expel  him  from  the  epifcopal  hou(e^ 
notwithftanding  his  accufation  contained  many 
articles  befides  matters  of  doftrine.  It  appeared 
probable  to  Dr.  Lardner»  that  both  Firmilian  of 
Cappadocia,  and  the  famous  Gregory  of  Neocasf^rea^ 

favoured  him.      That  the  diocefe  of  the  latter 

• 

fwarmed  with  Unitarians,  in  a  much  later  period, 
is  evident  from  the  cpiftlcs  of  Bafil,  which  arc  very 
inftruflive^  and  give  us  a  clear  idea  how  unpopulart 
even  among  the  clergy  of  thofe  parts,  were  the 
great  defenders  of  oi  thodoxy  in  that  age.  Low  as 
you  may  think  the  Unitarian  intereit  to  have  been 
after  the  council  of  Nice,  I  doubt  not  but  that  an 
Uniirarian  emperor,  or  perhaps  an  Unitarian  pope^ 
would  foon  have  turned  the  fcale  in  its  favour. 
But  it  pleafed  divine  providence  that  the  genuine 
dodrin^  of  the  gofpcl  Ihould  then  have  no  fupporc 
from  fuch  quarters;  and  that  it  Ihould  now  revive 
by  its  o^n  evidence,  when  all  kings,  all  popcs>  and 
all  bifhops,  are  (till  againft  it. 

"  In  the  works  of  the  Antenicene  Fathers,**  you 
f*y>  P*  33^  "  whether  genuine  or  fpurious,  there 
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.  ^18  not,  I  think,  befides  the  Clementine  Romance, 
f^  a  fingle  work  that  fpeaks  directly  the  language 

.  f  of  Socinus/' 

But  you  well  know  that  many  were  written^  and 
you  cannot  wonder  that  they  are  not  now  extant. 
Let  not  the  orthodox  reproach  us  with  the  want  of 
that  evidence  which  ihey  may  have  been  theineans 
<if  fupprefling. 

Confidering  the  time  when  the  Clementine 
fipmilics  were  written,  as  early  probably  as  the 
writings  of  Juftin  Martyr  (in  my  opinion  prior 
to  them)  much  moj-e  may  be  inferred  from 
them  in  favour  of  unitarianifm  than  you  feem 
willing  to  allow.  The  author  of  that  work  was 
a  learned  chriftian,  and  a  fine  writer,  much  fupe- 
fior  to  Juftin  Martyr.  He  difcufles  at  great 
length  the  philofophical  opinions  of  the  apoitolic 
age,  which  were  then  generally  oppofcd  to  chrif- 
tianity,  but  which  were  afterwards  incorporated 
into  ir.  But  he  combats  them  folcly  on  unita- 
rian principles;  and  not  only  fo,  but  without 
giving  any  hint  of  there  being  any  other,  held  by- 
chriftians,  on  which  they  were,  or  could  be,  comr 
bated i  whereas  the  platonizing  Fathers,  who 
wrote  againft  the  fame  general  principles,  went 
upon  quite  different  ground. 

Now  is  it  probable  that  fo  ingenious  and  learned 
a  writer  could  do  this,  and  be  acquainted  with 
gny  other  mode  of  proceeding  ?  Confidering  the 

C  j^  number 
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number  of  incidents,  and  difcourfes,  introduced 

into  that  work,  I  think  it  highly  probable  that,  if 

the  writer  had   even  known  of  fuch  perfons  as 

platonizing  chriftians,or  their  doftrjne  of  the  logcSy 

he  would  have  made  fome  mention  of  it  there; 

it  had  fo  near  a  connexion  with  his  fubjcft.     I 

am  therefore  ftrongly  inclined  to  fuppofe  that  he 

had  never  heard  of  fuch  a  writer  as  Juftin  Martyr, 

and  that  the  doftrine  of  the  logos^  as  the  reapm  oj 

tke  Father y  which  laid  the  foundation  for  thefubfe- 

quent  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as  it  is  now  held^ha^d 

por  been  ftartcd  in  his  time.     Confcqu-ntly,  I  am 

inc.ined  to  think,  that  when  this  work  was  com- 

poilcl,  there  were  no  clafles  of  chriftjana  bcfidcs 

UnitariiZns  and  Gnofiics. 

< 

When  all  thefe  things  (and  many  more  you  will 
find  in  my  work)  are  confidcred,  can  you  fay,  as 
you  do,  p.  25,  that,  "  When  the  whole  is  put  into 
**  the  balance  with  the  teftimony  of  the  Nic«nc 
'*  Fathers,  it  is  no  more  than  a  grain  againftan 
*'  hundred  weight?"  Indeed,  fir,  the  things  that 
ought  to  have  been  weighed  were  either  never  put 
into  the  balance,  or  ic  was  held  by  a  very  finequal 
hand, 

I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER      IV. 


Of  the  Degree  ofCbrift's  Divinity^  and  the  Ctmclufion. 


JCani 


Bev.  Sir, 

mot  clofe  thcfe  letters  without  animadvert- 
ing vpon  another  circumftance  on  whiqh  you 
^Ouch  much  too  (lightly.  "  My  taflc,"  you  fay, 
p.  5,  "  is  barely  to  (hew  that  the  divinity  of  Jcfus 
**  Chrift  was,  in  fome  fenfe  or  other,  an  original 
"article  of  belief;"  and  again,  p.  23*  "  In  what 
"  precife  fenfe  I  fhould  underft'^nd  his  godhead, 
**  I  might  be  puzzled  to  determine." 

Had  this  language  been  addrefled  to  the  apcf- 
tles^  they  would  probably  have  replied,  Tboulringeft 
fitange  things  to  our  ears.  For  they  do  not  appear 
to  me  ever  to  have  heard  of  fuch  a  thing,  as  kinds, 
Qr  degrees,  of  divinity.  In  the  fcripturcs  nothing 
is  faid  but  of  one  kind  of  proper  divinity.  Men- 
tion is  there  made  of  one  true  God,  and  of  many 
falfe  gods,  but  of  no  inferior  kind  of  true  God.  We 
read  of  Gody  and  of  creatures  j  but  of  nothing  of 
an  intermediate  nature.  Mofes,  indeed,  and  ma- 
giftrates  in  general,  are  called  gods,  but  it  is  only 
by  way  of  figure.  There  was  nothing  divine  in 
their  natures -,  and  in  this  fenfe  all  -men  may  be 
termed  gods,  with  refpc£t  to  brute  creatures.     If 

this 
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this  be  all  the  divinity  that  you  afcribe  to  Chrift, 
I  fliall  certainly  have  no  objeftion  to  it.  Being 
my  lord  and  maftcr,  he  is,  in  this  fenfe,  alfo  my 
god;  but  in  no  other.  But  as  he  is  never,  in  any 
fenfe^  called  God  in  the  fcriptures,  I  do  not  think 
myfelf  authorized  toufe  that  language. 

If  therefore  Chrift  be  God  at  all,  in  the  fenfe 
in  which  the  facrcd  writers  ufe  the  term  God, 
he  muft  have  every  cffential  attribute  of  divi- 
nity. He  muft  be  felf-exiftent,  eternal,  qmni- 
prefent,  omnifcient,  and  almighty,  the  maker  and 
conftant  preferver  of  all  things.  Nay  more,  if 
more  c;an  be  faid,  he  muft  be  the  one  God  and  Fa- 
tber  of  alii  even  the  God  and  Father  of  cur  Lor^ 
Jejus  Cbrift.  For  the  fcriptures  know  np  othef 
God  befides  this. 

The  whole  doftrine  of  inferior  gods,  fuch  as  the 
platonizing  Fathers  made  Chrift  to  be,  is  down- 
right beatbeny  and  a  manifeft  departure  from  the 
faitb  originally  delivered  to  the  faints.  Accordino^ 
to  this  true  faith,  there  is  but  one  God^  and  one  me-- 
diator  between  God  and  men,  tbe  man  (not  the  infe- 
rior God)  Cbrijl  JeJus.  But  from  being  an  infe- 
rior God,  in  the  fpace  of  about  two  centuries  (for 
it  required  that  time  to  advance  fuch  a  ftep)  this 
inferior  God,  became,  in  the  imagination  of  chrif-9 
tians,  to  be  God  equal  to  the  Father. 

Shocked  at  this  fentiment,  learned  chriftians 
feem  now  to  be  ytty  generally  endeavouring  to 
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get  back  t6  the  doftrinc  of  zn  inferior  Godj  and 
for  this  purpofe  fomc  become  Arians,  and  Others 
endeavour  to  make  out  kinds  and  degrees  in  divi^ 
Miiji  as  there  are  kinds  and  degrees  amgng  crea- 
tures. But  reafon  and  common  fenfe  revolt  at 
the  fuppofitioni  and  be  affured,  the  chriftian 
world  will  not  be  able  to  find  any  reft,  tell  they  go 
back  to  the  primiiive  dodlrine  of  one  Godj  and  of 
9ia  appnrued  of  God,  by  figns  and  wonders  which 
God  did  by  them.  I  believe  Chrift  to  be  ^  prophet 
mgbty  in  word  and  deed^  a  man  whom  God  fent,  by 
whom  God  fpake,  whom  God  raifcd  from  the 
dead,  and  who  will  come  again  in  the  glory  and 
power  of  God  his  Fatfier,  to  raife  the  dead,  to  judge 
the  world,  and  to  give  to  every  man  accordin^^  to 
his  works. 

This,  Sir,  is  the  chriftianity  which  I  profefs, 
and  it  is  a  religion  as  plain  as  it  is  practical •     It 
is  worthy  of  Gud,  and  approves  itfclf  to  the  rea- 
fon of  man.  And  wh)  fhould  we  be  fond  of  a/^//Z» 
with  which  reafon  is  at  varimce,  and  to  which  it 
muftbe  facrificed?  Is  this  a  facrifice  pleafing  to 
God?  Can  we  wonder  at  the  number  of  fenfible 
unbelievers   in   the  Chriftian  world,   when  they 
find  that  they  mult  abandon  their  reafon  before 
they  can  adopt  religion^  which  is  the  cafe  when 
filch  doctrines  as  the  Trinity  (that  of  three  divine 
perfons  in  one  God)   are  held  out  to  them,  and 
Sicy  are  told  that  they  cannot  be  chriftians  with- 
out receiving  them  ?  While  this  is  our  coaduft, 
yith  one  hand  we  invite  men  to  come  within  the 

pale 
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pale  of  the  church,  while  with  the  other  wc  (hut 
the  door  againft  them.  This  door,  I  wifli  to 
throw  fairly  open,  and  therefore  I  invite  men  to 
bring  their  reafon.  with  them  when  they  become 
chriftians,  and  by  no  means  to  leave  it  behind 

them. 

• 

Far  would  I  be  from  drawing  off  your  atten« 
tion  from  the  great  work  in  which  you  arc  en- 
gaged, and  from  which  I  have  the  greateft  expefta- 
tions,  in  confequence  of  believing  you  to  be  fin- 
gularly  qualified  for  it.  Your  ProJpeHus^  which 
I  read  with  wonder  and  delight,  is  a  pledge  of  it. 
But  if  you  could  find  Icafure,  I  could  wifli  that 
you  would  at  Icaft  attempt  the  execution  of  what 
you  fuppofe  may  be  done,  when  you  fay,  p^  34. 
*^  It  would  not,  I  imagine,  be  a  very  difficult, 
though  it  would  be  a  tedious  talk,  to  refute  all 
the  arguments,  and  anfwer  all  the  objeftions, 
which  your  party  have  been  long  employed  in 
collefting,  from  thofe  ftorc-houfea^the  chrif- 
'*  tian  Fathers)  and  which  you.  Sir,  have  fuipmed 
'*  up  in  fo  mafterly  a  manner  in  your  laft  great 
*'  work.  With  abilities  far  inferior  to  yours,  I 
"  could,  if  at  leifure,  ereft,  from  the  fame  matc- 
•'  rials,  out  of  which  you  have  reared  fo  Ipe* 
**  cious  an  edifice,  a  fabric  of  a  different  order,  as 
plaufiblc  I  truft,  and  cotnpaft  as  yours,  without 
being  under  the  fufpicious  neceffity  of  garbling 
"  and  rejedling  as  you  have  done." 

This  language.  Sir,  is  by  no  means  of  a  piece 

with 
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with  the  liberality  of  the  reft  of  your  letter,  and 

ibould  not  have  been  ufed  without  proof.     Many 

a  tedious  voluoie  as  I  have  looked  ibrougb,  at  leaft 

a  hundred  folios^  Greek  or  Latin^  without  counting 

thoic  of  fntialler  fize^  I  am  not  cohfcious  gf  hav- 

ing,  in  any  proper  fenfe  of  the  word^  garbled  any 

of  then),  or  of  having  rejeSed  any  thing  that 

touid  throw  light  on  my  fubjeft,  whether  it  made 

for  dr  agiunfl:  me$  though  I  may  have  overlooked 

paffiiges  of  both  kinds.    On  this  account^  I  moft 

fincerely  wilh  that  others  may  go  over  the  fame 

ground  after  me^  and  with  more  difcerning  eyes. 

As  you  think,  however,  that,  without  taking  fo 
much  trouble,  the  materials  that  I  have  colledted 
would  ferve  to  conftrudt  a  fabric  of  a  different  na- 
ture, I  wifh  you  would  try  to  make  them  anfwer 
the  purpofe  you  mention.  But  I  am  confident 
fou  might  as  foon  take  down  the  elegant*  cylindri- 
cal monument  in  Grace  Church-ftreet,  and  with 
the  fame  ftonesere£t  a  parallelopepidon.  If  you 
Ihould  not  be  able  to  command  fufficient  leifure 
yourfelf,  I  wilh  you  would  perfuade  fome  other 
learned  perfon  of  your  communion  to  undertake 
the  work,  and  affift  him  with  your  counfel. 

As  I  believe  you  to  be  a  man  of  a  truly  candid 
and  ingenuous  mind,  and  that  you  really  write  as  I 
do,  for  the  fake  of  promoting  truth,  I  flatter  my- 
felf  that  you  will  not  fail  to  let  me,  and  the  public^ 
hear  from  you  again  on  the  fubjeft.  If  you  feel 
any  force  in  my  reply,  have  the  honeft  courage  to 
5  acknowledge 
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acknowledge  it.  If  tiot,  let  us  know  what  armour 
it  is  that  defends  you.  In  this  I  a(k  no  tnore  than 
I  hold  myfelf  ready  to  give  to  you,  or  any  other 
of  my  opponents.  It  is  what  all  writers  owe  to 
that  moft  rclpeftable  tribunal^  before  which  we 
arc  pleading,  the  chriftian  world.  Wc  ought, 
therefore,  to  acknowledge  our  caufe  to  be  unten- 
able,' if  we  think  it  to  be  fo,  as  well  as  to  defend  it 
while  we  think  it  defcnfible.  As  for  myfelf,  like 
an  honcft  general,  fuccefsful  or  unfuccefsful,  I 
will  give  as  fair  an  account  of  my  kiUed  and 
w^undedy  as  of  the  trophies  I  may  gain,  or  the  pri- 
foners  I  may  take. 

With  the  trucft  refpeft,  I  am. 

Rev.  Sir, 

Yours  fincerely, 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 


BIRMINGHAM, 

DfCEMBBRy    1787. 
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0/  tie  Infiuence  ef  the  DoSrine  of  pbilofiphicid 
IfiCffity  en  iba$  €on€ermng  the  Perfin  of  Cbrijt. 

*    I>BA&   Friend, 

I  CANNOT  forbear  acknowledging  the  fatif-. 
•■  &&i<ni  I  hare  recdved  from  the  penifal  of  the 
^Pfh^'fc  to  your  lace  SermonSi  in  which,  with  a 
^our  that  does  you  the  greateft  honour^  you 
we,  as  you  fay,  p.  371,  **  ftated  fomc  of  the 
'^  moft  important  of  Dr.  Prieftley's  arguments,  diac 
^  our  readers  may  be  able  to  form  their  judgment 
^  on  the  points  about  which  we  differ/' 

It  19^  P  believe,  our  joint  and  earned  wilh,  that 
^  pubKc  may  form  a  right  judgment  in  the  cafe ; 
^  thcrefere  I  (hall,  without  any  apology,  make  a 
fcw  remarks  upon  the  view  that  you  have  given 
4  my  arguments.  On  feveral  of  the  heads  you 
hn  contented  yourfelf  with  fuilply  reciting  them,  ' 

D  >nd. 
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and,  with  an  almoft  unexampled  generofity,  have 
left  them,  without  making  any  reply,  to  make 
what  impreflion  they  may  upon  our  readers.  In 
other  cafes  you  have  been  led,  perhaps  uninten- 
tionally, farther  into  the  controvcvfy,  and  in  thefe 
I  ihali  take  the  liberty  to  accompany  you. 

You  fay,  p.  374,  that  you  and  I  cannot  agree 
on  the  fubjeft  of  the  creation  of  aH  things  by  Cbrift^ 
becaufe  I  fuppofe  that  ^^  \}i\txz\^h\Xi  one  proper  agm^ 
^^  in  nature  \  the  whole  being  a  piece  of  machinery 
<^  depending  upon  the  fole  will  of  that  great  Being 
**  who  framed  the  u  hole,  and  put  it  in  motion.** 
This  I  do  indeed  acknowledge,  atidlconfideritassi 
great  and  glorious  truth,  without  which  all  would 
be  darkncfs,  confufion,  and  defpair.  But  it  ap- 
pears to  mc  that  this  has  nothing  at  all  to  do  with 
our  prefent  difcuflion ;  becaufe,  as  Ariansor'Uni- 
tarians,  ihe  quedion  between,  us  is  fimply  whether  the 
volitions  of  Chiift  (originating  ia  himfclf  or  in 
another)  gave  birth  to  the  univcrfe. 

You  may  as  well  fay  that  you  and  I  can  never 
agree  about  the  autliorofany  particular  book,  your 
own  Sermons,  for  inflance;  for  that,  if.th.erebebut 
cne  agent  in  the  univerff,  he  was  the  only  proper 
author  of  tiiem.  But  upon  this  principle,  he  aas 
alfo  the  author  of  my  remarks  upon  them.  Ad.- 
mittingthac  there  is  a  {i::-S'z  in  which  God  is  the 
author  of'evrry  tiling,  good  and  evil,  there  is 
likewife  a  certain  and  definite  fenfe,  in  which  there 
arc  other,  and  very  diftcrcnt  agents,  and  which 
it  wiU 


Will  atlow  us  to  fay  that  your  Sermons  were  written 
by  joUf  and  my  remarks  on  them  by  me. 

Now  iris  only  in  this  fcnfc  that  we  are  to  con- 
fider  whether  Chrift  made  the  world ;  and  I  may  as 
well  fay  that  he  did  me  make  it^  believing  that  i( 
ezifed'  before  he  himfelf  was  made,  as  you  that 
he  did  make  it,  believing  as  you  do^  that  he  exifted 
before  it  was  made,  and  that  his  volidons  and  ex- 
ertions were,  in  fome  way  or  other^  inftrumental 
jo  making  it.  Here,  therefore,  is  a  clear  ground 
9f  argument  and  difcuffion  between  us,  and  my 
being  an-  advocate  for  the  dodrine  of  philofophical 
necefliqr,  and  you  for  that  of  philofophical  liberty, 
has  nothing  to  do  with  it.  The  one  is  a  quedion 
between  us  as  metapbyficiansy  and  the  other  as  tbeo^ 
Upaus.  Do  not,  therefore  fay,  as  you  do,  p.^STj, 
^*  that  on  this  account^  it  is  impoflible  that  we  fhould 
*^  think  alike  of  the  nature  and  dignity  of  Chrift, 
**  and  of  the  importance  of  his  agency/'  You 
muft  know  that,  notwithftanding  every  difference 
in  this  refpeA,  many  perfons  have  thought  alike  on 
this  fubjed;  many  Neceflarians  having  been  Arians, 
4Uid  many  of  their  opponents  Unitarians. 

lam,  &c« 
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LETTER      Hv 
^  ilh  fropriey  •f  fnt/iiig  ff  Ckp-  tm^  4^ 

IRAiy  mafnraiiled  t&rf^  tipcm  cfte  Afbrrr  priiflM 
cif^sr,  whrch  you  Atttti^  Cfarilt6iH^r«llM 
tenfidered  ^s  2  proper  otjeft  df  f^gknts  imtf^s 
^^Tliis,''  you  fay;  p.  374,  •*!  aiteted  o*  At 
f^  fuppofitfoiy  rhar  a  believer  of  this*  dodkriM  Be^ 
^  lier#$  aUb  the  creation  oftfrfs  worU,  tntf  41  itt 
^dependencies  by  Chrfff^  k  fbcft  a:  f&ftig  «  oft 
**  impV  that  i^  fuppms  ^fhhgt  fy  tie  W9ri  if 
^'  i&w  power i^^—ttax  Me  \%  2lhwf%  prefcitt  imR  u^ 
&c.  But  yotj  add  that,  ^  he  wht>  wtBf  eontder 
^^  what  I  have  faid  on  the  ftfbjiefl'  of  the  fbrnfarioil 
«  of  the  v^rld  by  Chriff,  p.  r4j,  ftcr,  will  Aadi 
<^  that  I  have  tkO  ftncit  fdea«  as  dtefei'^ 


That  I  fliootd  fte  <lloiigh«  m  hapre^  l» 

refped,  nuf- dated  your  opimon^  or  to  hav^ 
drawn  any  unfair  CQjiclunon  from  it,  gave  me 
much  concern,  becaufe  both  were  equally  re«- 
mote  from  my  intention.  But  after  a  careful  re- 
perufal  of  your  Sermons,  I  muft  own  that  I  cannoc 
help  feeing  them  in  the  fame  light;  and  therefere 
being  of  opinion,  that  what  you  advaoced  wiB 
fully  authorize  the  concluiion  I  then  drew  from  it. 

4        .  In 
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In  p.  140  tod  141J  foii  sppljr  to  Chrift  whtt  is 
ikid  in  Heb.  i.  u  ifc,  John  u  1,  &c  and  Coll. 
L  6,  ftc«  Now  in  the  firft  of  tfacfe  paflkges  it  is 
cqwdUy  fiiid  tlut  bi  upkMs  ntf  Mfigs  hy  tbe  W9rd 
(f  bis  piWir%  md  whether  you  wKkr^tMid  this  of 
his  owo  prq^r  power*  or  that  ci  God  bis  Father, 
it  certainly  implies  his  cooftaiit  infpe£tion  of»  and 
iotiautc  prtfeace  with,  every  thing  that  he  has 
madci  which  you  iay  com{^xhends  this  worlds 
ftod  all  its  dependencies. 

Jo  tbe  feco&d  paflage^  not  only  is  it  faid  that  aU 
Ahiff^aoirimaiihy  bim  (i.x.the  logos)  and  wub* 
mft  bim  was  mt  smy  tbmg  maii  tbat  was  madiy  but 
due  Imi  bifn  was  UfCf  and  tbe  life  was  tbe  light  of 
WtB0  And  in  the  laft  of  the  three  paflages  it  is 
iiud  that  Cbrift  is  before  all  tbings,  and  by  bim  all 

OmgtmJifi. 

Surdy  then  in  them  ia  containedi  even  tatUem 
OfOrbis^  the  very  prepoiition  which  you  fo  ftrongly 
difdaim  1  fo  that,  adoiitting  the  creation  of  the 
worid  by  Chrift,  I  do  not  fee  how  you  can  hefitate 
toidmicthat  be  upbddetb  atl  sbings  by  tbe  word 
^  Us  power,  that  he  is  the  jfft^  rf  Ufe,  and  that 
if  bim  all  things  cof^fifii  and  conlequendy  that  he 
is  poflTeiTed  of  every  attribute  that  is  requifite 
40  oonftitute  him  a  proper  object  of  religious 
wftjhip,  viz.  onfuiifciencf ,  and  a  capacity  to  fup* 
|fy  att  our  wants.  He  muft  be  able  to  hefur  and 
HK^Cwcr  att  cw  prayers, 

D  3  Befides, 
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Befides,  tho-  facred  writers  always  afcribe  the 
g&vernment  of  the  world  to  the  maker  of  it,  whoever 
he  be.  The  fame  Being  is  our  maker,  and  fre^ 
Jervery  and  we  are  cxprefsly  required  to  wcrjSbip, 
and  bow  down,  and  kfteel  before  him^  as  fiich.  In 
whatever  fenfe,  therefore,  it  be  true  that  Chrift  is 
our  maker,  in  the  fame  fenfe  he  mult  be  our 
governor,  preferver,  and  benefaffor,  and  therefore 
juftly  entitled  to  wh^t  we  call  religious  homage. 
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You  fay,  indeed,  p.  381,  "  It  Ihould  not  b« 
forgotten  thet  by  religious  worftiip  I  mean 
prayer  addrcfled  to  an  invifible  Being,  fuppofed 
always  prefent  with  us,  and  the  difpoferof  our 
lot.  Hie  honour,  obedience,  and  gratitude; 
**  therefore,  which  we  owe  to  Chrift  do  not  amount 
**  to  religious  worlhip.  The  former  is  a  part  of 
"  our  duty  as  chriftians.  The  latter  we  ought  to 
*'  confine  to  that  one  invifible  Being,  who  is  the 
*'  fupremc  difpofcr  of  the  lots  of  all  beings,  and 
••  of  whom  we  know  that  he  is  a  conftant  witneft 
•'  to  our  thoughts  and  wifties." 

Now,  upon  theArianhypothefis,  muftnot Chrift, 
who  aftually  made  Adam  and  all  men,  and  who, 
though  in  a  manner  incomprehenfible,  and  in- 
vifible to  us,  fupports  all  things  by  the  word  of  bis 
power,  be  always,  and  moft  intimately  prefent 
with  us  ?  And  having  all  power  both  in  heaven 
and  in  earth,  diough  as  the  gift  of  God,  is  he  not 
the  immediate  difpofer  of  our  lot.  That  he  is  not 
the  Supreme,  and  ultimate  difpofer  of  it,  does  not 

excluf^e 
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exclude  him  from  being  the  proper  objed  of  our 
addreffes.  If  fo,  a  child  ought  never  to  have 
cecourfe  to  his  own  father;  but  to  God  only,  on 
whom, both  himfelf  and  his  father  depend. 

Accordingly,  the  propriety  and  obligation  of 
praying  to  Chrift  has  been  aftually  felt,  and  ac- 
Icnowledged,  by  all  Arians  till  the  prefent  times. 
They  have  always  paid  him  a  worfhip  which  they 
ulually  termed  mediatorial,  to  di{lingiii{h  it  from 
that  which  they  conceived  to  be  appropriated  to 
his  God  and  Father,     I  am  informed  that  it  was 
the  conftant  pradice  of  as  reputable  a  perfon  as 
any  among  the  Arians,  or  any  chriftian  minifters 
now  living,    I  mean  Mr.  Micaiah  Twogood  of 
Exeter,  to  addrefs  a  prayer  to  Chrift  whenever  he 
adminiftered  the  Lord's  Supper.     In  this  he  afted 
in  perfect  confiftency  with  his  principles.     For 
why  (hould  be  not  pray  to  a  Being  who,  he  be- 
lieved (though  as  the  inftrumcnt,  and  by  the  com- 
inand  of  God)  aftually  made  and  fupports  him, 
Mfho  muft,  of  courfe,  though  invifible,  be  prefent 
Jto  him,  and  who  is  to  be  his  final  judge. 

I  muft  therefore  maintain,  that  it  is  the  neccflary 
confequence  of  Arian  principles,  that  Chrift  be 
confidered  as  the  proper  objeft  of  religious  wor- 
fhip, and  that  his  not  being  propofed  to  us  in  that 
charafter  by  the  facred  \^riters,  is  a  proof  that 
?hcy  were  not  Arians  i  and  that  however  we  may 
BOW  underftand  their  language,  they  did  not  really 

D  4  meaa 
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mean  to  fay  that  he  was  the  mako:  of  the  viUbk 
world  i  and  confequently  that  this  h  no  genvioc 
doftrine  of  revelation. 

Since  then  Chrift,  on  the  principles  of  Arianifin^ 
is  both  the  proper  objcft  of  religious  worlhip^  w6 
alfo  exprefsly  called  God^  even  that  Go4  if  wkm 
allsbings  were  made.  I  cannot  he)p  &yu^  dutf 
Arians  believe  in  more  Gods  than  one,  and  thcft* 
fore  that  they  are  by  no  means  indtled  to  thr  ^^ 
pellation  of  Uaitarians.  All  that  you  can  iif  V 
that  one  of  your  Gods  is  fiibordingtr  <o  dMS  p(h|ert 
But  fuch  yfz\  alio  the  belief  of  the  V^pmh  w4 
upon  this  principle  tbey  might  diiclaim  tfie  a(^)(dr 
lation  of  Polytbeifts^  er  Heaters.  When  ^  Ulg0( 
is  called  G^^  it  is  evidently  in  a  very  diffino* 
fenfe  from  that  in  which  Mofes  is  called  ^God  U> 
Fharaohj  or  in  which  men  may  be  called  GodS  witii 
rcfped  to  brute  animals;  Thorc  is  no  e^ffi$riif$9^ 
or  figure  of  fpeech^  iip^cd  in  the  foriner  cafi^ 
as  there  evidently  is  in  the  latter.  The  Ajfsf  ii 
truly  and  properly  God,  both  in  nme  and  f^cMsr* 

I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER      IIL 

CfUn  SUnce  of  tbi  three  firfi  EvMget^fis  ameern^ 
h^  the  Do3rine  of  the  Incarnation^  and  of  tie 
DoBrki  of  the  primtivi  J^es  of  CbrifiioMiiy. 

Dear  F&iiiv d^ 

T  Am  rather  fyrprized  tha(  you^  who  do  not  prc« 
*  tend  to  believe  the  univerfal  inlpiration,  or  ths 
m&llibiHty^  of  the  apofties,  fhould  l^y  fo  much 
ftrefs  as  you  do  on  the  literal  interpretation  of  n 
very  few  particular  paflagc^  in  their  writings,  and 
ft  the  fame  time  overlook  general  confiderations, 
fiiggefted  by  their  writings,  which  appear  to  me  to 
be  of  infinitely  more  moment  in  deciding  the  quef- 
tion  between  us.  The  filence  of  the  three  firft  evan- 
gdifts  on  the  fubjedt  of  the  incarnation  of  Chriil: 
muft  appear,  if  properly  attended  to,  of  more  real 
confequeoce  in  fupporting  my  opinion  than  a  hun- 
dred fuch  particular  texts  as  you  allege  can  be  in 
fupport  of  yours.  Only  afk  yourfelf,  whether,  with 
four  prefent  ideas  on  the  fubjec)^  you  could  fit 
down,  and  deliberately  write  an  account  of  Chriftj 
for  the  ufe  of  grangers  and  pofterity,  without 
ever  calling  him  any  thing  more  than  a  wum^  or  a 
f^opbot^  and  without  faying  4ny  thiiig  of  his  incar- 
nation I  yfhffi  you  knew  (as  the  eraqg^lifts  muft 

ba?e  done)  tl^t  p  d^e  po'foflf  for  wfaoft  ufe  you^ 

wroie 
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wrote,  the  doftrine  muft  have  been  abfolutel] 
novel,  and  muft  have  appeared  in  the  higheft  de- 
gree wonderful.  And  yet,  of  all  the  evangeliftsj 
it  is  John  only  who,  without  cxprefsly  aflcrting  ir 
is  thought  to  allude  to  this  aftonifhing  circum-^ 
ftance  relating  to  their  common  maiter,  a  circum- 
Itance  which,  in  the  opinion  of  all  Arians,  does 
hiiu  fuch  Infinite  honour,  and  exhibits  the  chrif- 
tian  fcheme  to  fuch  advantage,  that  every  thing 
(horc  of  it  is  confidered  as  litde  better  than  deifm. 

Without  this  doftrine  you  Arians  even  think 
the  force  of  Chrift's  example  to  be  greatly  let 
fcncd.  "  His  quitting  hi$  pre-exiftent  dignity, 
**  and  degrading  himfejf  to  the  condition  of  mortal 
**  man,  in  order  to  fave  men  -,'*  you  confidefj 
p.  153,  as  "  an  inftance  of  benevolence  to  whict 
we  can  conceive  no  parallel,  and  which  is  pro- 
bably the  admiration  of  angels."  And  yet  yoi 
will  not  find  even  in  John,  that  our  Savour  make: 
any  merit  of  this  condefcenfion,  as  an  inftance  of  hii 
love  for  the  human  racej  though  it  is  evident  he  did 
not  wifh  to  conceal  any  circumftance  that  woulc 
tend  to  enhance  the  value  of  it  in  the  eftcem  of  hi? 
difciples.  For  he,  juftly  and  repeatedly,  enlarge! 
on  the  greatnefs  of  his  love  for  them.  Now  wha 
is  it  that  he  himfelf  mentions  asr  the  greateft  evi- 
dence of  it?  It  is  his  laying  down  his  life  foi 
them,  which  is  what  any  other  man  might  hav< 
done,  and  which  we  are  exprefsly  required,  by  hi; 
his  example,  to  do  for  one  another.  But  what  wai 
all  this,  in  yoUr  idea,  to  his  quitting  his  pre-exifteri 

dignity 
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dignity?  The  bifliop  of  Cloghcr,  after  defcrib-- 
ing  the  humiliation  of  Chrift  in  afluming  a 
human,  body,  fays,  "  the  drcadfulnefs  of  the 
"  ftate  to  which  he  thereby  reduced  himfclf  is 
"  hardly  conceivable  to  us,  becaufe  we  were  ne-r 
"vcr  fenfible  of  any  thing  better  than  our  prc- 
"  fcnt  exiftence,  For  any  b  ing,  which  had  ever 
"  enjoyed  the  happinc-fs  of  heaven,  and  had  beea 
"  in  pofleflion  of  glory  with  the  Father^  to  be  de- 
"  privcd  thereof,  and  to  be  fent  to  dwell  here,  in 
'*  this  world,  encompaiTcd  within  the  narrow  limits 
*'  of  this  earthly  tabernacle,  and  the  heavy  organs 
*•  made  of  flelh  and  blood,  it  muft,  literally  fpeak- 
"  ing,  be,  to  fuch  a  being,  a  hell  upon  earth." 

• 

• 

But  why  do  we  find  nothing  of  this  in  the 
CTangelifts?  If  you  will  look  into  an  excellent  ar- 
ticle lately  publiftied  in  the  theological  Repofttory^ 
you  will  fee  that,  much  as  we  read  in  the  fcriptures 
concerning  the  love  of  Chrift  to  us,  and  alfo  concern- 
ing our  love  to  him,  the  ground  of  it  is  never  faid 
to  be  that  with  which  you  feel  yourfclf  fo  deeply 
impreffed,  p.  i  ^^.  This  wricer  examines  every  text 
in  which  mention  is  made  of  the  love  of  Chrift^ 
through  the  whole  of  the  New  Teftament,  and  he 
no  where  finds  any  mention  of,  or  allufion  to,  a 
grearer  ground  for  it  than  his  love  to  us,  manifefted 
by  his  fufiering  and  dying  for  us.  Could  the 
greater  ground  that  ftrikes  your  imagination  (6 
much,  viz.  his  condcfcenfion  to  become  incarnate 
for  us,  have  been  overlooked  by  all  thcfe  writers, 
if>  in  their  idea,  this  great  event  had  ever  taken 

place  ? 
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place?  Tovr  ownfedingt  and  conduft  dmoii* 
ftrate  ic  to  be  impoffibk. 

In  one  fingle  paflage  indeed »  a  Cor.  vuT.  p.  mi 
read^Tir  know  ibe  grace  of  pw  iMri  Jifu  Ckr^t 
thai  though  hi  was  ricb^ytifir  aurJaUs  hi  kcsm 
pomr,  iha$  ye  tbrcitgh  bu  powriy  mgbf  he  maA  rkk. 
But  the  phrafes  heing  rieb^  and  heb^  peer^  arc  not 
fynonymous  to  a  ftate  of  fre-MifiefU  gleey  on  dw 
one  hand,  and  a  voluntary  ahditaiien  of  it«  on  die 
other,  thoggh  fuch  an  intapretation  fuits  your 
by^thelis.  Unitarians,  you  know^  think  the 
I»fliige  admits  of  a  different  and  mote  natural 
interpretationt  agreeable  to  their  principles.  Ax 
any  rate,  however,  you  would  never  reft  a  doc- 
trine of  this  magnitude  on  the  fuppofed  me«aing 
of  a  (iqgle  ej^pDeffion,  manifeftly  Curative* 

Confider  alfo  the  near  conneuon,  there  is  be« 
twcen  the  fuppofed  wnraculem  eoncepHen  of  Chrift 
Ittui  his  huamaiien^  and  fay  whether  it  be  at  all  prcH 
bable,thatanyperfonprofeflingto  write  the  hiflory 
of  the  former,  as  Ijuke  does,  and  Matthew  is  fupp 
pofed  to  dos  (hould  relate  the  particulars  of  Ub 
and  not  mention  the  latter,  if  they  had  knows 
#ny  thing  of  it?  Do  any  Arians,  even  now  (widi- 
out  writing  a  regular  hiftory  of  Chrift,  but  only 
incidentally  mentioning  the  fubjeft,  as  in  fermons 
and  other  difcourfes)  ever  fpeak  of  dus  body  m^ 
raculoudy  prepared  for  him,  without  mentioning 
the  dignitv  of  the  inhabitant  for  whom  it  was  pits 
pared  I  It  you  attend  to  the  fubjeft|  the  filence  of 
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^tdSt  Civo  erangelifts  €OBceniing  tht  do&rine  of 
idtarnttcion  caonoi  bat  iq^pear  extraordinary,  cwen 
ttyooriidf.  In  tny  opiniott,  Mark  could  not  hart 
fitted  to  hare  mentioned  the  miracukiut  concep- 
in  bbfaiftory  of  Chrift,  had  he  erer  heard  of 
r^  md  mach  left  wonld  any  of  the  evangeUfft 
Imm  nqpftftfied  die  namdon  of  fi>  much  move 
iMMderlul  a.  draiaiftance  retating  to  their  maAer, 
flMailik  imstmtU$^  if  ckej  had  known  any 
aboMit. 


^  How  importanCy''  you  alfo  rerf  naturally  fay « 

f|L  l^5»  ^  mvft  be  the  fenrice  which  Chrift,  aa  a 

*  Bebg  of  a  very  fuperior  nature  to  dmu,  came 

*tar  perfiamv.'^    Aiid  yei  h  b  nerer  (Jdclribed 

in   mm*  thai    ffirc  us  an  idea  of  ita  being 

flmrt   tisM    any  ocher  man   mig^t  have  per- 

Immdu    He  preached,  he  declared  the  will  of 

6odf  and  performed  minclea  in  hta  nasne  {a 

im  Ame  time  cxpre&ly  declaring  what^  atcordh^ 

to  yowr  fyftem^  muft  hare  been  an  eqnivocacaQn 

tiJ^Jk0^  €mU  d$  mtbms  •f  hin^^^  and  that  Ite 

Ik/iiar  m$bm  bim  Sd  $bi  works)  and  liiftly  be 

tiody  and  by  the  power  of  God  his  Father  he  waa 

nnfcd  6om  the  dead.    Now  ia  not  all  this  jmv^ 

ioAilcofaaMr^  and  does  it  not  beft  fuic  the  chal^ 

iifierofaman,  aaMa^  as  Peter  calls  him»  Sf^ 

pngi^G€Jyiy/gm,andu^ndirs,wbkkGaddid 

^cmuc  me  now  to  make  v&  of  another  af  gu- 

•te^anddioog^  you  may  think  it  has  no  great 

£i  weight. 
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weight,  yet  appears  to  me  to  have  much  more  (hafl 
the  literal  interpretation  of  a  hundred  fuch  par- 
ticular texts  as  chofe  on  which  you  lay  fo  much 
ftrtfs.  It  is  well  known  thdit.ideas  frequently  re* 
curring  ro  the  mind  will  foon  find  proper  corrc* 
fponding/^rx^i.  This  was  the  cafe  with  the  dofhine 
of  the  trinity^  that  of  tranfubjlantiation^  and  many 
others.  Here  you  agree  with  me  that  the  doSrines$ 
and  the  correfponding  ierms  made  their  appear- 
ance about  the  fame  time,  and  th^t  this  circum- 
ftancc  is  a  proof  of  the  novelty  of  thofe  doftrines 
with  rcfpeft  to  the  age  of  the  apoftles?  Now  is 
not  the  argument  juft  as  good  when  applied  to 
the  doflrine  odncarnation  in  general.  If  John's 
phrafcology  of  the  word  becoming  flefb  had  been  ge- 
nerally underftood  to  mean  the  afliimption  of  a 
human  body  by  a  fuperangelic  fpirit,  it  would  not 
have  long  remained  in  that  ftate  of  circumlocuiion* 
Had  the  idea  been  on  the  minds  of  chriftians  in  the 
'  whole  of  the  apoftolic  age,  as  much  as  it  was  in 
the  third  and  fourth  centuri:  s^  and  as  it  is  upon 
your  own  mind  at  prefent,  it  could  not  have  failed, 
in  my  opinion,  very  foon  to  have  produced  the 
more  concife  and  exprcflive  term  incarnation.  It 
-would  foon  have  been  the  burden  of  the  fong  with 
both  the  enemies  and  the  friends  of  chriftianity« 
But  no  fuch  thing  appears,  though  we  find  it  im-  ] 
mediately  on  the  Platonizing  fathers  having  got  i 
the  notion  of  a  perfonijied  legos. 

■  •   No  fuch  terms  as  perjonified  logos,  or  incarnation, 
are  to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  the  apofUei* 

Whenever 
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Whenever  they  fpeak  of  Chrift  they  always  call 
him  a  man^  and  certainly  the  term  fupirangelic 
idtigj  or  fome  equivalent  expreffion  would  have 
cfcaped  them  fome  time  or  other,  if  they  had  con- 
ceived it  to  be  applicable  to  him.     The  author 
of  the  epillle  to  the  Hebrews  fpeaks  of  him  as,  in 
his  naiwre^  a  Uiile  lower  than  the  angels  (quoting 
from  the  Pfalmift  an  wpreffion  applied  to  men  in 
general)  though  he  fpeaks  pf  him  as  in  dignity  ad- 
vanced far  above  them.    Now  would  he  not  as 
readily  have  faid  that  he  wjs  in  nature,  as  well  as 
in  rank  and  pre-eminence,  by  divine  appoint- 
ment, fuperior  to  angels,  if  he  had  really  thought 
him  to  be  lb  ?  Some  of  Paul's  Cj  allies  were  writ- 
ten near  thirty  years  after  he  had  devoted  his  whole 
ttme  to  the  propagation  of  the  gofpel,  and  there 
are  other  writings  in  the  New  Teftament  of  a  ftill 
later  date;  and  yet  in  none  of  them  do  you  find 
the  proper  term  bv  which  you  now  exprefs  the 
mod:  wonderful,  and  the  moft  important  dodlrme 
of  the  chriftian  fyftem.     Is  there  nothing  extra* 
ordinary  in  this,  if  the  doflrine  be  really  true  ? 

But  the  argument  to  which  I  wifh  more  parti- 
cularly to  draw  the  attention  of  learned  chriftians, 
is  that  which  I  derive  from  the  ftate  of  things  in 
the  age  immediately  fucceeding  that  of  the  apof- 
tles;  confidering  the  opinion  of  the  great  body 
of  chriftians,  in  that  early  age,  as  one  good  me- 
thod of  afcertainins:  what  was  the  doftrine  of  the 
apoftles,  and  confequcntly  the  true  fenfe  of  their 
vritings.    Now  I  maintain^  that  no  fuch  opinion 
fim  as 
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tstkM  for  whidi  y«Mi  comend  }md  MyOS^kfH 
fiR  thr  beginning  of  the  fourth  centuiy.    Ifteft 
tbac  time,  wit.  about  die  beginning  of  die  fecoi 
eentuTf ,  the  f  laioniiing  chriftimft  h«d  id<^>ced  tl 
ideaof  die  Ayijaky  of  Chrift,  as  theperfimJM,  httM 
ireaadf  bg^  o/ibe  Faiber^  tuoted  to ahunuui  boi 
sad  a  human  foal,  while  die  oommoii  people  ht 
dK  original  doftrine  ^thtjbtfk  AfWwitfiyofChrii 
bat  I  affert  that  yoiur  opinion,  yit.  duK  dieiatei 
gpnt  principle  in  Chrift  leas  ^  zfitpirmigeBt  mum 
wiAyta  matii  ma  0/mM$igt  diat  icfoptriiidetfi 
life  of  a  proper  buman/mt^  and  that  (fach  aenat 
being  was  the  creator  of  the  world  under  God^  % 
not  adopted  by  any  fed  of  ehrifttant  whatew 
learned  or  unlearned^  till  about  the  time  of  hA 
And  could  thtf  true  dodrine  of  the  apoftlea  hr 
been  immedialely  leftt  and  have  remained  t 
koawn  to  all  the  chriftian  worldi  from  their  r 
dU  fe  laae  aperiod?    Inf  all  this  time  were  t! 
00  chrUHanawho  underfbdd  the  true  fenfi 
die  icripiufeao*  a  fubjed^  which  #28  the 
verfal  topic  of  difeoflfonv  ts  it  hbs  bcien  from 
agii  to  this  day?   On  this  topic,   I  have 
odled  for  the  ne^ly  of  learned  Arians,  of 
and  ochei  toontries^  but  hkhertoi  \  have  eaJ 

I  am^  &c. 
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LETTER       IV. 


Of  Agrunnnis  frim  particular  Texts,  and  tbpfe 
drawn  frM$  the  Reafon  of  TbingSi  and  of  ibe 
Connexion  between  any  Opinion  concemit^  the 
Perfon  of  CJbrift  and  the  BeUef  of  Cbri/Hanity  in 
general. 

D£AR   FrI£ND> 

YOU  arc  pleafed  to  lay,  p.  391,  that  mine  is 
the  only  Socinian  hypothefis  which  you 
ooald  adopt,  if  you  were  to  leave  your  prefent 
fentiments,  without  rejefting  chriftianity.  I  cannot 
wonder  at  this,  becaufe  it  appears  to  me  to  be  by 
ikr  the  mod;  rational  fyftem  of  chrfftianity,  and 
being  the  moft  defenjible,  it  is  fuch  as  thofe  who 
hold  it,  are  the  lead  likely  to  give  up.  But  I  fee 
nothing  of  the  fuperior  fenje  in  difcerning,  or  the 
fnperior  candour  in  acknowledging  it,  which  you 
,  afcribe  to  me.  It  is  only  difcerning  and  acknow- 
ledging that  a  man  is  a  man,  that  without  divine 
illumination  one  man  could  not  know  more  than 
any  other  man,  and  that  without  fupernatural 
afliftance  he  could  not  do  more  than  another  man. 

So  far  am  I  from  thinking  that  it  requires  any 
torturing  of  the  fcriptures^  to  make  them  ipeak 
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this  language  concerning  Chrifl:^  that  I  think  it  is 
the  only  fctife  that  cai>  be  put  upon  them  without 
torture.  It  is  the  only  one  that  is  agreeable  to 
the  uniform  tenor  of  them.  On  the  contrary^ 
your  opinion  of  one  man  being  the  maker  of  the 
worlJ,  and  of  all  other  men,  though  I  once 
believed  it  myfclf,  now  appears  to  me  a  moft 
extravagant  hyporhefis,  aniwering  no  purpofe  but 
that  of  giving  a  literal  inteipretation  to  a  Tery 
few  texts,  which  much  more  naturally  admit'  a 
different  conftruftion.  For  you  mufl:  know  that, 
in  many  cafes,  the  literal  interpretation  of  an 
expicffion  is  die  moft  unnatural  o£  all  others. 

If  you  look  off  from  thofe  few  texts^  and  attend 
to  the  reafon  of  things,  which  is  better  than  a. 
hundred  commentators,  you  cannot  fo  much  as 
imagine  any  reafon  why  the  redemption  of  man- 
kind from  Juperjiition  and  ^n,  with  its  attendant 
death  (which  is  the  only  redemption  that  is  fpoken 
of  in  the  fcrij^tures)  fhould  require  the  incarnation 
of  fuch  a  being  as  your  logos  i  and  you  give  up 
many  advantages  which  arifc  from  the  idea  of  a 
man  like  ourfclves  being  employed  as  a  meflenger 
from  God  to  man.  In  my  opinion,  the  Trini- 
tarian doctrine  is  much  more  plaufibly  fupported 
both  by  pafiagcs  of  fcripture  (for  its  advocates 
quote  ten  for  your  one)  and  by  reafon;  as  they 
allege  that  fin,  being  of  an  infinite  magnitude,. 
requires  an  infinite  fatisfaftion ;  fo  that  your  logos, 
or  even  Dr.  Clarke's,  the  eternal  creator  of  the 
whole  univerfe^.  was  unequal  to  it«- 
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To  you,  1  know,  I  need  to  make  no  apology  for 
this  freedom ;  and  I  am  perfuaded  you  will  bear 
With  me  if  I  fay  farther,  that  as  the  Arian  hypo- 
thcfis  rofe  confiderably  later  than  the  Trini- 
tariaiij  fo  I  doubt  not  it  will  vanilh  before  it.  I 
do  not  expcft  to  fee  the  extinf^ion  of  the  Trini- 
tarian doftrine,  bccatjfe  it  has  got  fuch  hold  of  the 
common  people,  and  has  alfo  the  fupport  of  the 
civil  powers;  .but,  according  to  the  courfe  of 
nature,^  I  may  hope  to  fee  an  Arian  confidercd 
as  a  rare  phenomenon. 

You  have  done  me  juftice,  and  yourfelf  credit^ 
hj  producing  at  length  my  argurnents  for  fup- 
pofing  that  by  the  power  given  to  Chrift,  of 
raiiing  the  dead,  and  judging  the  world,  nothing 
nK)re  was  meant  than  fuch  a  power  as  might  have 
been  imparted  to  any  other  man.  But  I  wifh  you 
had  ofFered  fomething  in  reply  to  them  before  you 
had  pronounced,  as  you  do,  p.  392,  that  my 
fcheme  is  *'  fuch  as  cannot  be  admitted  without 
"  either  torturing  the  fcriptures,  or  renouncing 
"  their  authority/' 

In  my  opinion,  and  that  of  many  others,  what 
Jrou  have  quoted  from  my  Letters  is  an  eafy  and 
natural  account  of  the  phrafeology  on  which  you 
build  fo  much,  and  an  illuftration  of  it  by  its 
adual  ufe  on  different  occafions.  For  this  I  appeal 
to  our  common  readers;  as  alfo  whether  the 
Uifinuation    of  any  danger  of  renouncing  the 
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authority  of  the  fcripturcs  ought  to  have  been 
thrown  out  fo  lightly.  For  it  may  be  fuppofcd  tbat« 
in  your  ferious  opinion,  the  belief  of  chriftianity 
itfclf  is  incompatible  with  my  idea  of  it. 

Indeed,  my  friend,  we  are  not  qualified  to  judgt 
{or  one  another  in  this  cafe.  Otherwife,  confidcring 
how  incredible  your  doflrine  appears  to  me,  viz* 
that  of  a  created  being,  in  the  form  of  a  man,  and 
not  at  all  diftinguifhabie  from  other  men  by  any 
vifible  property  or  circumftancc  whatever  (one  who. 
was  born  and  died ;  who  ate,  drank,  and  flept, 
like  other  men,  and  who  did  nothing  that  any  other 
man,  equally  aided  by  God,  might  not  have  done) 
being  the  creator  of  the  world,  that  I  might  be 
tempted  to  fay  that  no  fcheme  can  be  true  which  fup- 
pofes  it.  For  it  is  not  poflible  that  your  mind  (hould 
more  revolt  at  my  opinion,  than  mine  does  ac  yours» 

But  I  check  myfelf  before  I  draw  any  fuch  con- 
clufion.  For  the  plain  hiftorical  evidence  of  the 
certainty  of  thofe  fadts  which  eftablifli  the  truth  of 
chriftianity,  is  fo  very  clear  and  ftrong,  that  though 
1  lhi;uld  fee  that  the  belief  of  them  would  draw 
after  it  the  belief  of  that  doftrine,  1  fliould  not  hefi- 
tate  to  embrace  it ;  fo  that  I  fhould  very  contentedly, 
and  thankfully,  be  an  Arian  rather  than  no  chrif- 
tian.  Indeed,  (o  unfpeakably  valuable  is  the  great 
hope  o^  the  gofpcl,  the  revelation  of  a  future  life, 
that  I  would  admit  almoft  the  whole  fyftem  of 
popery,  and  (hut  my  eyes  to  every  thing  that  only 
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ppeared  incampribinfible^  and  not  an  abfolute  con- 
rgdiQicn^  rather  than  abandon  it.  And  notwith- 
landing  what  you  have  here,  and  elfewhere  incau- 
ioufly  dropped^  I  am  confident,  you  would  con- 
ent  to  be  not  only  almoft,  but  altogether,  what  I  am, 
in  Unitarian,  a  Neceflarian,  and  even  a  Materialift, 
ather  than  no  chriftian  at  all.  By  this  time  you 
nuft  have  feen  that  I  am  far  from  being  fingular 
m  my  opinions  $  and  you  cannot  fay  that  as  yet 
there  appears  any  ground  of  apprehenfion  from 
tbem.  Of  the  dead  we  may  fpeak,  and  where  was 
^re  a  better  chriftian  than  Dr.  Jebb  ? 

But  though  with  myfelf,  and  fome  others^  who 
mttt  both  educated  chriftians,  and  have  given 
particular  attention  to  the  evidences  of  chriftianity, 
diey  will  preponderate  againft:  thefe  difficulties,  it 
may  not  be  the  cafe  with  all.  Many  perfons  will 
very  naturally  firft:  confider  what  is  propoftd  to 
diem,  before  they  give  any  attention  to  the  evidence 
for  ic  at  all ;  and  when  they  are  told  that,  if  they 
embrace  chriftianity  they  muft  believe  that  the  world 
was  made  by  an  inhabitant  of  Judea  (for  in  that 
light,  however  the  thing  may  be  difguifed,  and 
foftened,  to  your  mind,  it  will  appear  to  them)  it 
k  very  poffible  the  bufinefs  may  end  there,  and 
ihey  may  inquire  no  farther  about  it.  If  this  be 
made  a  necefiary  preliminary,  I  am  fatisfied,  from 
my  own  obfervations,  that  we  muft:  for  ever  defpair 
9f  the  converfion  of  the  Jews, 
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This  was  not  the  cafe  with  Arianifm  when  it 
was  ftaned.  For  it  found  the  world  in  the  belief 
of  pre-exijience  and  iucarnation\  fo  that  neither 
philofopliers,  nor  the  vulgar,  faw  any  thing  to 
objedl  to  it  on  that  account.  But  the  cafe  is  widely 
ditfcrenc  now. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER       V. 

Of  the  Meaning  ofjcbn  vi.  32,  and  ofCkrift  ^efi^ 
ing  bimfelf  cf  the  Power  of  working  Miracles. 


Dear  Friend, 

YOU  fay,  p.  392,  tliat  John  vi.  32,  Wbai  andif 
you  fhouldf(e  the  Sen  of  man  afcend  up  where  b^ 
i^'as  Icforey  **  is  as  decifivc  a  declaration  of  Chrift's 
•'  pre-exifttnce  as  words  can  well  cxprefs.*'  Buir 
the  phrafes  tbis  is  my  body^  and  exeep  ye  eat  tb§^ 
flefh  of  the  Son  of  man^  and  drink  bis  bloody  ye  have 
no  life  in  ycuj  are  as  exprefs  declarations  of  the 
do(5lrine  of  tranfubftantiation.  Alfo  what  our  Lord 
fays  of  the  Comforter^  literally  interpreted,  is  as  ex-» 
prcfs  a  declaration  of  the  perfonality  of  the  Holy 
Spirit.  And  yet  you  receive  neither  of  thefe  doc- 
trines.    He  fays,  John  xvi.  7.  13.  If  I  depart  f 
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'  mtlljend  bitn  untojou^  andhejhall  not /peak  of  bimfelf^ 
Jmt  wbatfoever  bsjhdl  bear^  ibat  fhall  hefpeai^  and 
he  ^illjbew  you  tbings  to  comt.  Hejhall  glorify  me^ 
for  be  fhall  receive  of  mine,  and  ft)all  Jhcw  it  unto 
jou.  On  your  principle,  of  literal  interpretation, 
we  have  here  an  account  of  a  perfoo  clearly  diftind: 
from  God,  or  Chrift, 

.  If  we  will  allow  of  no  figures  of  fpeech,  in  fuch 
books  as  thole  of  fcripture,  we  mud  admit  the 
greateft  abfurdities.  And  you  cannot  feel  more 
leludtance  to  admit  the  figurative  interpretation  of 
this  palTage  in  John,  than  Luther  felt  to  give  a  fimilar 
interpretation  to  thofe  paffages  which  feem  to  alferc 
the  real  prefcnce  of  Chrift  in  the  cucharift;  as  you 
may  fee  in  the  Hijlory  of  the  Reformation  by  Beau-- 
fibre^  a  work  which  I  have  juft  perufed  with  the 
greateft  fatisfadion. 

On  Carolftadt's  defending  the  doSrine  of  Zuinglius 
on  the  fubjed:  of  the  eucharift,  he  faid,  "  Two 
**  perfons  wrote  to  me  on  the  fame  fubjeft,  and 
.  "  even  treated  it  with  more  ability  than  Carolftadt, 
"  not  torturing  the  words  of  fcripture  as  he  did ; 
"  but  1  find  that  I  am  taken,  and  have  no  way 
to  cfcape.  For  the  text  of  the  evangclift  is  too 
plain,  and  too  exprefs^  to  admit  of  any  other 
"  fcnfe/*  Vol.  iii.  p.  124.  And  when  the  Land- 
grave propofcd  a  conference  at  Marpurg  between 
the  German  and  Swifs  divines  on  the  fubjeft, 
••  Luther  premifcd  that  he  would  not  depart  from 
*'  the  literal  fcnfe  of  the  words  fbis  is  my  body^ 
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«(  becaufe,  they  appeared  too  clear,  and  exprefs,  to 
*^  admit  any  other^  and,  that  he  would  not  hear  fenfe, 
"  or  reafon,  when  God  had  fpoken/*  Vol.  iv.  p.i48. 

The  whole  difcourfe  in  which  this  expreflion,  on 
which  you  lay  fo  much  ilrefs,  occurs,  is  full  of  the 
ftrongeft  figures.  For  good  reafons,  no  doubt, 
our  Lord  feems  to  have  intended  by  it  to  ftagger 
and  confound  his  hearers.  AM  the  difciples,  except 
the  twelve,  abfolutely  left  him  upon  it,  and  even 
they  were  in  great  danger  of  being  offended.  And 
it  is  an  exprcflion  in  this  very  enigmatical  difcourfe 
(continued  indeed,  but  in  the  fame  drain,  after  the 
multitude  had  left  him)  a  difcourfe  in  which  nothing 
is  expreflfed  in  a  natural  manner,  that  you  infift 
muft  be  interpreted  literally. 

Befides,  the  literal  interpretation  of  this  very 
paflfage,  does  not  in  reality  accord  with  the  (enti* 
ments  of  Arians,  or  of  any  feft  of  chriftians,  except 
thofe  of  the  Polifh  Socinians.  For  it  would  imply 
that  the  human  nature  of  Cbrifi  had  been  in  heaven ; 
becaufe  it  is  faid,  not  that  the  Son  of  Gcd^  but 
that  the  Son  of  man  had  been  there.  Befides,  the 
phrafe  where  be  was  before^  is  not  fynonymous  to 
heaven^  nor  is  the  time  when  the  Son  of  man  was 
there,  or  any  where  elfe,  mentioned  in  this  paf« 
fage ;  fo  that  much  muft  be  fupplied  before  it  can 
be  made  to  fay  much  to  your  purpofe. 

Though  I  rejeft  your  interpretation  of  this  text, 
I  do  not  pretend  to  be  quite  fatisfied  with  aoy  othv 
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nterpretation  of  ic  I  am,  however,  abundantly 
atisfied  that  yours  is  not  the  true  one.  And  this 
I  far  from  being  the  only  text  about  which  the  bcft 
ritics  cannot  entirely  pleafe  thcmfelvcs.  For  my 
>arr,  I  (hould  much  fooner  have  rccourfc  to  the 
dca  of  Chrift's  aftual  afcent  into  heaven,  or  of  his 
magining  that  he  had  been  carried  up  thich^  in  a 
rifion,  wtiich  (like  that  of  Paul)  he  ha^been  able 
o  diftinguiih  from  a  reality,  at  the  time  that  he  re- 
:eived  his  commiflion,  than  to  yours,  of  his  hav- 
ng  exifted  in  an  unembodied  ftate  before  the  cre- 
ition  of  the  world,  and  his  having  left  fome  ftate 
)f  great  dignity  and  happinefs^  when  he  came  * 
iither. 

That  this  Hypotheds  is  no  proper  clue  to  our 
Lord's  real  meaning,  is  I  think  fufficiently  evident, 
rom  the  utter  impoflibility  of  the  apoftles  under- 
landing  him  to  mean  any  fuch  thing.  For,  no 
loubt,  they,  at  that  time,  confidered  their  matter, 
though  the  Mefliah,  as  a  mere  mpn,  who  had  no 
norc  pre-exifted  than  they  themfelves  hadt 

I  cannot  help  obferving,  on  this  occadon,  that 
leither  yourfclf,  nor  any  other  perfon,  has  attempted 
iny  folution  of  the  difficulty  1  fuggefted,  from  the 
ilence  of  the  writers'  of  the  New  Tcftament  with 
■cfpedl  to  the  difcovcry  of  the  pre-exiftent  dignity 
)f  Chrift,  whenever  it  was  made  to  them.  To 
tave  been  informed  that  Jefus,  with  whom  they 
lad  lived  in  the  grcateft  intimacy,  as  a  irotber^  was 
lieir  tnaker^  muft  have  aftoni/hed  them  as  much  as 

if 
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if  they  had  been  told  that  John  the  Baptift  had 
been  that  great  fuperangelic  being;  becaufe  they 
were  no  more  prepared  to  receive  the  one  than 
the  other.     But  what  traces  do  you  perceive  4>f ^ 
the  apoftles  being  imprefTcd  as  they  muft  ne- 
cefTarily  have  been,  upon  the  difcovery  of  a  thing 
of  fo  extraordinary  a  nature?  How  muft  fuch  an    ^ 
opinion  have  been  ridiculed  by  the  unbelieving  z 
Jews,     And  what  marks  do  we  find^  in  the  A&%  ^ 
of  the  Apoftlesj  of  their  having  fo  much  as  heard 
of  fuch  an  opinion  being  advanced  by  any  chrif«  — 
tians  ?  It  is  as  evident  from  this  confideration  as  ^ 
any  negative  can  be^  that  no  fuch  opinion  as  that= 
of  Chrift  having  been  the  maker  of  the  world,  was 
ever  taught  by  the  apoftles  j  and  therefore  any  in- 
terpretation of  their  writings,  which  implies  their 
teaching  it,  muft  be  wrong,  whether  we  be  able 
to  hit  upon  the  true  fenfc  of  them  or  not. 

To  be  explicit  with  you,  I  would  not,  as  you  -- 
^*y>  P*  394»  *'^build  an  article  of  faith  of  fuch 
*•  magnitude,  on  the  correftnefs  of  John*s  recol- 
^*  leftion,  and  reprefentation,  of  our  Lx)rd's  lan- 
*•  guage."  So  ftrange  and  incredible  docs  your 
hypothelis  appear  to  me,  that  rather  than  admit  it, 
I  would  fuppofe  the  whole  verfe  to  be  an  interpola* 
tion,  or  that  tht  old  apoftle  didtated  one  thing,  and 
his  amanueniis  ^rote  another.  For  you  would  not 
fcruple  to  fay  as  much  if  you  had  found  any  pat 
fage,  in  which  it  was  faid  that  Mofes,  or  any  of 
the  old  prophets  J  had  been  the  maker  of  the 
world. 
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As  to  the  difficulty  which  you  fugged,  p.  396, 
nbouc  Chrift,  divcfting  himielf  of  his  power  of 
working  miracles,  when  he  never  properly  had 
any  fuch  power  (which  in  your  excellent  fcrmon 
on  the  refurredion  of  Lazarus,  you  yourfelf  ad- 
mit) it  is,  in  my  apprehenfion,  no  difficulty  at  all. 
Had  Jcfus  (to  fuppofe  an  impoffibility)  been  in- 
clined to  exert  a  miraculous  power  of  an  impro- 
per kind,  or  at  an  improper  feafon,  I  have  no 
doubt  but  that  his  inclination  would  have  been 
over-ruled,  by  that  great  Being  by  whofe  power 
alone  he  acknowledged  that  the  miracles  were 
wrought.  But  when  his  will  perfcftly  coincided 
with  that  of  his  Father,  it  is  not  at  all  extraordi- 
nary, that  he  fhould  be  faid  to  renounce  a  power 
which  he  had  exercifed,  when  he  only  ccafed  to 
requeft  the  farther  ufe  of  it,  from,  a  full  convic- 
tion that  it  ought  not  to  be  exercifed  any  longer. 

You  fay,  p.  396.  that  **  the  gofpel  hiftory  gives 
•*  us  reafon  for  believing  that  Chrift  poffcffed  a 
**  power  of  working  miracles  more  permanently, 
•*  as  well  as  in  a  higher  degree,  thrbugh  the  fpiric 
*'  which  was  given  him  without  meafure."  But 
ftill,  if  it  was  through  the  fpirit  which  was  given  io 
Aim,  it  was  no  power  of  his  own,  and  is  therefore 
no  argument  for  his  pre-exiftcnt  dignity,  and  fu* 
perior  nature,  but  the  contrary.  For  the  fame 
rndgbt  have  been  imparted  to  any  other  man, 
>lay  he  himfclf  docs  virtua-ly  affcrt  as  much,  when 
he  lays,  that  when  he  (hould  be  removed  from  thenij 
(lis  apoftles  would  do  greater  things  than  he  had 

done. 
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done.    For  if  they  did  greater  things^  they  inufe: 
have  had  greater  power.    If  one  paiTage  muft  be 
interpreted  literally,  why  not  another  ?  Have  Arians 
the  cxclufive  privilege  of  chuQng  what  texts  to 
interpret  literally,  and  what  figuradvely  ^ 

I  am^  &c. 


LETTER      VL 

Of  the  Influence  of  Prejudice  and  Imagination  in 

interpreting  Scripture. 

Dear  Friend, 

tN  reading  the  hiftory  of  controvcrlics,  which 
-•■  tends  to  throw  great  light  on  the  principles  of 
of  human  nature,  and  the  human  mind,  we  are 
perpetually  aftoniihed  at  the  grofs  miftakes  of  very 
able  and  very  honeft  men.  But  the  wonder  al- 
ways arifcs,  from  our  not  placing  ourfelves  pre^ 
cifcly  in  their  fituation,  and  efpecially  from  our 
not   confidering  the  fixed  principles  they  had  ac-* 

quired  in  their  cirlieft  years.  Nothing  furprifes 
Proteftants  of  the  prefcnt  day  more  than  the  diffi- 
culty with  which  the  doftrine  of  tranfubftantia-* 
tion  was  abandoned  by  th^  firft  reformers,  an  ex'* 

ample 
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juniple  of  which  we  have  in  the  conduftof  Lu- 
^crmcntioned  above.  But  whatever  a  man's 
fixed  principles  arc,  and  however  they  were  ac- 
quired, he  argues  from  them  as  indubitable 
niaxims,  and  likewife  interprets  fcripture  by  them. 

Luther's  condu6b  (however  it  may  appear  to 

vs  who  were  not  educated  with  his  prejudices)  in 

Us obftinately  adhering  to  the  literal  interpretation 

of  die  words  of  Chrift,  is  more  excufeable  than 

that  of  the  Arians,  with  refped  to  the  doftrine  of 

€nation  by  Chrift  ;  becaufe  it  is  well  known,  that 

the  term  creation  is  ufed  in  the  fcriptures  in  two 

fcnfcs,  one  of  which  implies  nothing  more  than  a 

ftnovatiotty  or  change -,  as  when  men  are  faid  to  be 

Stated  anew  in  Chrift  JefuSy  and  God  is  faid  to 

^tate  Jeruftilem  a  rejoicing,  and  her  people  a  joy. 

Confequently,  we  are  not  obliged  by  the  ufe  of 

any  word,  in  the  fcripture  fenfe  of  it,  to  fuppofe 

tiut  Chrift  properly  created  any  thing.     And 

Aough  the  word  logos  is  applied  to  Chrift  in  the 

book  of  Revelation,  where  he  is,  or  at  leaft  is 

fcppofcrd  to  be,  meant  by  the  perfon  whoje  name  is 

^d  the  word  of  Cody  yet  when  the  word  of  God  1% 

fcid  to  create  any  thing,  it  is  never  to  be  under- 

ftood  of  Chrift,  but  of  the  power  of  the  Father 

Cnly,as  when  it  h  faid  that  by  the  word  of  the  Lord 

9tre  the  heavens  made,  and  all  the  hqft  of  them  by 

^ie  breath  of  his  mouth. 

On  this  account,  I  cannot  help  conGdering 
your  literal  interpretation  of  thofe  texts,  which 

afcribc 
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afcribe  the  creation  of  the  material  world  to  Chriil. 
as,  in  reality,  unnatural.  I  cannot,  however,  help 
approving  of  your  condu£l  in  one  refpcft,  viz. 
in  conncfting  the  doftrine  of  the  pn-exiftence 
of  Chrift,  withth.it  of  his  creation  of  all  things. 
For  certainly  the  fame  texts  of  fcripture  prove 
both,  or  neither.  Befides,  if  no  great  office  be 
afcribed  to  him  before  his  incarnation,  it  cannot 
be  known  whether  he  was  any  thing  more  than  a 
human  foul,  for  which  no  body  had  been  imme- 
diately provided  (and  which,  according  to  your 
idea  of  an  unembodied  foul,  was  altogether  inca- 
pable  of  adtion,  or  even  fcnfation)  fo  that  all  the 
Jublime  of  the  fcheme,  that  which  recommends  it 
to  many>  abfolutely  vanifties. 

There  is  in  every  ^tnttdX  fcbeme  of  cbriftianity^ 
(as  you  call  the  doftrine  concerning  thepcrfonof 
Chrift)  fomething  that  forcibly  ftrikcs  the  ima- 
gination; fome  Uadingprincpky  or  maxim>  which* 
whether  it  be  exprefsly  found  in  the  words  of  fcrip- 
ture, or  nor,  is  at  leaft  fuppofed  to  be  implied^  and 
alluded  to  in  them.  Thus  the  Trinitarians  think 
it  abfolutely  neceffary  that  "  the  infinite  evil  of 
**  fin  be  atoned  for  by  the  fufFcrings  of  an  in- 
**  finite  Being;"  and  though  they  find  no  fuch 
maxim  in  the  fcriptures  (but  in  fact  the  contrary* 
as  in  all  fuch  paflfages  as  thofe  in  which  God  is 
faid  to  forgive  fins  for  it/j  own  fake ^  bis  name*sfakii 
or  bis  mercy^s  fake)  yet  they  cannot  but  think 
that  Chrift  muft  neceffarily  be  God,  having  fome- 
thing to  do  that  God  only  could  execute* 

Others 
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I        V  M — ^  "^^^^  ^^^  ^^^*  ^^ "  *^  ^^^^ 

\j^  Ifcc  maker  of  the  worlds  the  mc- 

divine  communications  with  it, 

redeemer  of  it/'     They  cannot 

led  without  fuppofing  Chrift  to 

Ters  equal  to  the  making  of  the 

world)  ftfld  confequently  to  have  been  of  a  fuper- 

angelic  nature^    Dr.  Clarke  even  fcrupled  to  call 

him  a  creature^  but  confidered  him  as  a  kind  of 

neceflary  appendage  to  the  almighty  Father,  as 

the  hand  by  which  he  operated. 

Nothing  of  this,  however,  is  found  in  the  fcrip- 
tures;  and  whenever  mention  is  made  of  ihe  crea- 
tion of  the  heavens  or  the  earthy  it  is  always  afcribed 
to  the  Father  only,  v^ho  ftreSched  out  the  heavens  by 
himjelf^  without  any  afliftant,  or  inftrument  what- 
ever; but  (till  the  idea  is  fo  fplendid,  and  cap* 
tivating,  that  the  imagination  cannot  quit  it.  You 
however,  compelled  by  the  evidence  of  fcripture 
(which  reprefents  the  Father  as  not  having  fpoken 
to  mankind  by  bis  Jon  till  the  lafi  days)  content 
yourfelf  with  making  Chrid  equal  to  the  creation 
of  the  earth  and  its  appendages,  and  fancy  (for 
you  mud  excufe  me,  if,  fince  it  is  not  contained 
in  the  fcriptures,  I  fay  you  only  fancy)  that  fome 
mifchief  had  been  done  to  this  world  by  an  an- 
gelic being,  which  could  only  be  repaired  by  a 
being  of  a  fuperangelic  nature,  though  the  mif- 
chief be  undefinable,  and  the  manner  in  which  the 
remedy  (viz,  the  death  of  Chrift)  operated  be 

equally 
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equally  undefinable^  which  cenaioly  throws  an 
obfcuriiy  over  the  fchcmc. 


Laftly)  Others  being  ftaggered  at  the 
of  Chrift  having  made  the  heavens  and  .the  earth 
(a  province  which  he  never  claimed  himfelf,  and 
which  is  never  exprelsly  afcribed  to  him)  are 
fatisfied  with  giving  him  ^01^/!^  ^^-^jn^^ii^^  with- 
out determining  his  rank  in  the  fcale  of  being  at  allj 
or  knowing  when  his  being  commenced.  This  I 
conflder  as  the  pooreft  of  all  fchemes^  and  leaft 
worth  contending  for^  as  you  alfo  feem  to  think  by 
not  adopting  it. 

All  this  while  the  fimple  doctrine  of  Chfift  be* 
ing  a  man,  though  he  is  always  fo  called  in  fcrip- 
ture,  and  he  is  always  reprefented  as  having  fell 
and  aiiedj  in  all  refpeds,  like  a  man,  affifted  by 
God,  is  wholly  overlooked^  becaufe  there  is  no*^ 
thing  in  it  to  ftrike  the  imagination.  They  fee  no 
grandeur  or  beauty,  in  the  fcheme  to  make  it 
defirable  to  them ;  and  yet  in  the  writings  of  the 
apoftle  Paul  we  find  a  general  maxim  which  ap^ 
plies  to  no  other  fcheme  whatever,  viz.  that  as  by 
man  comes  death y  fo  by  man  comes  alfo  the  refurreSion 
of  the  dead.  Thus,  in  my  opinion,  many,  over- 
looking the  plain  fenfe  of  fcripzure,  teach  for 
doftrines  the  vain  imaginations  of  men. 

You  no  doubt  fee  my  opinion  in  fome  fuch 
unfavourable  light;  and  nothing  remains  but  that, 
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Vith  mutual  candour,  wc  exhibit  our  refpcftifc 
opinions  with  their  proper  evidence;  being  all  of 
us  ^erfuaded,  that  the  time  is  coming,  when  the 
^hole  chriftian  world  will  embrace  our  opinion, 
and  that  in  due  time,  all  thofe  who  now  think  dif- 
ferently from  us,  will  come  to  think  juft  as  we  do, 
and  wonder  that  they  fhould  ever  have  thought 
otherwifc. 

lam,&c; 
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•  0/  the  Mojaic  Hiftory  vf  the  Fall  of  Man,  and  fbc 

Ccnclufton. 

DearI^'riend, 

^rrOU  enlarge  very  much,  in  this  /fppendix,  on 
X  the  opinion  I  have  advanced  concerning  the 
Mofaic  hiftory  of  the  fall  of  man,  and  you  had  re- 
prcfentcd  it  (though  it  fecms  without  knowing  it 
to  be  mine)  as  "  unworthy  of  particular  notice  j" 
and  yet  when  you  come  to  ftatc  your  own  opinion 
on  the  fubjeft,  I  cannot  perceive  any  ground  for 
fuch  an  opprobious  diftinftion  between  them.  I 
confider  the  account  that  Mofes  has  given  as  bis 

F  cwft. 


66  LETTERS    TO    THE 

o'cJn^  (ince  he  no  where  fays  that  it  is  not,  and 
confequently  the  belt  that  he  could  colleft  from 
tradition;  and  having  particularly  examined  it, 
I  fcrupled  not  to  call  it  a  very  lame  one.  I  wifh^ 
however,  that  inftead  of  the  term  /a/xr^,  I  had  faid 
imperfeSty  which  has  the  fame  meaning,  and  might 
have  given  lefs  offence.  Now,  what  do  you  fay  of 
it?  "I  am  inclined,  p.  376,  to  look  upon  the 
"  Mofaic  hiftory  of  the  creation,  the  fall,  the  de- 
"  luge,  &c.  as  a  popular  hiftory,  which  fhould  be 
"  read  with  great  allowances,  for  the  antient  man- 
"  nerofinftruftion  by  emblems  and  hieroglyphics. 
*'  But  I  pay  more  regard  to  it  than  Dr.  Prieftley 
"  fcems  to  do."  Thar  no  doubt  you  do.  But  then 
I  fee  no  reajon  for  this  fuperior  regard.  If  it  be 
after  all  but  a  popular  bijloryy  and  of  courfe  not 
ftriftly  and  philofophically  true,  and  if  the  inter* 
pretation  be  fo  very  difficult,  what  can  we  cer- 
tainly learn  from  it?  Interpret  this  as  you  do  the 
paffages  that  fpeak  of  the  creation  of  all  things 
by  Chrift  in  the  New  Tcftjment,  and  fee  what  ic 
will  then  make  for  Arianifm. 

You  fay,  on  this  occafion,  p.  376,  that  I  do  not 
**  allow  of  fcriptural  authority."  But  indeed,  my 
friend,  you  fhould  have  cxprcffed  yourfelf  ytvAi 
more  caution.  No  man  can  pay  a  higher  regard 
to  proper  fcriptural  authority  than  I  do ;  but  neither 
I,  nor  I  prcfume  yourfelf,  believe  implicitly  every 
thing  that  is  advanced  by  any  writer  in  the  Old 
or  *  New  Teftament.  I  believe  all  the  writers, 
without  exception  to  have  been  men  of  the  greateft 

4  probity. 
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probity,  and  to  have  been  well  informed  of  ever/ 
thing  of  confequence  of  which  they  treat  j  but  at 
the  fame  time  I  believe  them  to  have  been  mex^ 
and  confequently  fallible^  and  liable  to  miftake 
with  refpe£t  to  things  to  which  they  had  not  given 
much  attention^  or  concerning  which  they  had 
-not  the  means  of  exad):  information;  which  I  take 
to  be  the  cafe  with  reipeft  to  the  account  that 
Mofcs  has  given  of  the  creation  and  the  fall  of 
man. 

It  is  on  this  principle  only,  that  the  evidence  of 
revelation  can  be  defended ;  and  if  we  go  upon 
any  other,  we  load  ourfelves  with  infurmountable 
difficulties,  as  you  would  have  been  ftill  more  fen- 
fible  of,  if  you  had  written  as  much  as  I  have  done 
in  defence  of  revealed  religion.  Do  not  then 
fay,  in  fuch  general  and  unqualified  language, 
that  I  do  not  allow  of  fcripture  auibority.  For  if 
that  was  the  cafe, ,  I  could  not  be  a  believer  in  re- 
velation, which  I  am  confident  is  not  your  opi- 
nion, or  an  opinion  that  you  would  be  the  means 
of  propagating  among  others,  who,  on  your  au- 
thority, would  be  ready  enough  to  adopt  it,  and 
propagate  it  dill  farther. 

1  do  not,  in  this  letter,  difcufs  the  fubjeft  of  the 
fall  of  man,  becaufe  I  have  already  advanced  what  I 
think  fufficient  about  it,  and  what  I  have  as  yet  feen 
no  reafon  to  retraft,  in  the  Theological  Repojitory 
under  the  fignature  of  Pamphilcts.  For  the 
fame  reafon  neither  do  I  now  fay  any  thing  in  de- 

F  2  fence 
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fence  of  what  I  there  advanced  on  the  natural 
fallibility  and  peccability  of  Chrift.  But  I  mmm 
that,  inftead  of  feeing  my  opinions  merely  exhi- 
bited, with  every  circumftance  that  can  tend  to 
make  them  appear  frightful,  ancl  excite  the  horror 
of  the  generality  of  i^ders  (which  is  all  chat  has 
yet  been  done  by  any  of  my  opponents)  they^ 
would  produce  their  firong  reajons  againft  them. 
They  can  hardly  fuppofe  that  ■  fuch  conduft  will 
much  afFeft  me^  and  its  cffedt  on  our  readers  is 
only  temporary,  and  may  be  unfavourable  to  their 
purpofc  in  the  end.  When  the  moft  frightful  ob- 
jefts  have  been  viewed  very  often  they  ceafe  to 
appear  frightful,  and  it  is  no  uncommon  thing  for 
men  to  become  die  moft  attached  to  thofe  things 
to  which  they  at  firft  Had  the  greateft  averfion. 

As  to  the  doftrine  concerning  the  per/on  pf 
Cbrifir  you  and  I  do  not  differ  lb  much,  but  that 
we  agree  m  this,  that,  at  the  laft  day,  the  inquiry 
wiU  not  be  what  we  thought  of  him,  but  whether 
we  have  oieyed  his  commands,  and  cfpccially  that 
great  command,  of  loving  his  brethren,  and  con- 
fequcntly  of  (hewing  alt  poffible  candour  to  them^ 
Looking  for,  anihafting  unto^  that  great  dayi  I  am^^ 

With  the  afFeftion  of  a  brother. 

Dear  Friend, 

Yours  fincerely, 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 

BIRMINGHAM, 

Nov  I  M  BB  R|    1787^ 
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LETTER      I. 

Of  Xlr»  Howts^s  uncandid  hjinuations. 

Gentlemen, 

T  Am  happy  to  find  that,  in  confcquencc  of  the 
Addrefs  which  I  ^  took  the  liberty  to  make  to 
you,  on  the  fubjcft  o{  fuhfcripthn  to  articles  of 
faitb^  and  of  the  prefent  controverfy  relating  to  ^ 
tbi  ftrfon  of  Cbriji^  otl>ers  have  likewife  addrefled 
themfelves  to  youj  and  as  I  do  not  wifh  to  have 
fifidrer  umpires  in  the  cafe,  it  is  with  pecutair  fatif- 
fa6tion  that  I  once  more  folicit  your  attention,  and 
befofc  your  tribunal  make  my  defence,  in  anfwer 
to^{everal  charges  advanced  againft  me  by  difibrent 
f^erfons,  and  eijf)ecially  by  Mr.  Howes,  a  learned 
member  of  your  church.  Thefe  charges  affeft 
my  late  theological  writings  in  general,  my  moral 
character,  and  the  merits  of  the  qucftion  in  debate. 
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According  to  Mr.  Howes  {Appendix  to  bis  fourth 
volume,  p.  7  J  my  Hijioriei  of  the  Corruptions  of 
Chriftianity^  and  of  early  opinions  concerning  Jefiis 
Cbriji,  with  the  trafts  I  have  written  in  defence  of 
them,  are  "  a  huge  mafs  of  hiftorical^  critical^ 
•*  metaphyfical,  and  theological  romance,**  and 
not  of  an  in(lru£tive  or  enterts^inifig  kind,  as  ro- 
mances might  be.  Speaking  of  Epiphanius, 
whofe  authority,  you  know,  is  not  the  higheft 
amon^  the  chriftian  Fathers,  he  fays,  p.  41.  "  If 
^'  I  found  a  hundredth  part  of  the  miftakes,  inac-> 
curacies,  and  romances  in  the  hiftory  of  Epi-* 
phanius,  as  in  Dr.  Prieftlcy's  own  hiftories,  I 
"  Ihould  readily  give  him  up  as  an  incompetent 
"  witncfs." 

Alluding  to  my  fmall  prctenfions  to  philofophy, 
he  fays,  p.  23.  "  While  oftenfibly  they  pretend 
"  to  2^6t  upon  philofophical  principles,  they  in 
"  reality  only  difplay  a  different  mode  of  exert- 
ing a  blind  and  impetuous  fedarian  zeal,  and 
daily  commit  the  fame  ravages  with  their  pens 
*^  upon  the  venerable  remains  of  chriftian  anti- 
"  quity,  which  their  predeceffors,  the  Maliomctan 
"  Unitarians,  did  with  fire  and  fword,  bydeftroy- 
"  ing  or  mangling  all  the  authentic  memorials  of 
"  the  chriftian  religion  in  antient  ages;  and  this 
^*  in  order  to  favour  pretended  high  antiquity  of 
*'  their  own  Unitarian  fcft,  of  the  exiftence  of 
"  which  I  can  in  faft  find  no  evidence  before  the 
"  age  of  Socinus  in  1500  after  Chrift,  but  atleaft 
"  not  in  the  two  firft  centuries," 

As 
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As  to  my  prctcnfion  of  having  trufb  for  the 
objcft  of  my  inquiries,   Mr.  Howes  abfolutcly 
ridicules  it/ as  you  will  find  in  the  following  ex- 
ordium to  his  laft  work,  which  is  fo  eloquent, 
that  I  cannot  forbear  giving  it  intire.     "  The 
*•  fpirit  of  defputation,"  p.  i.   '^  is  like  a  magic 
**  glafs,  which  inverts  the  whole  creation;   that 
**  is  no  longer  light  which  we  fee,  nor  that  real 
^*  fubftance  which  we  feel  j  it  teaches  us  to  doubt 
*'  even  our  own  exiftence;   all  the  attainments  of 
*'  human  fcience,  all  the  ancient  traditions  of  re- 
"  ligion,  all  the  memorials  of  written  hiftory,  all 
"  the  flow  and  accumulated  knowledge  of  pad 
'*  ages,  are  made  to  difappear  like  a  vifion,  are 
^  difplaced,  diftorted,  and  annihilated,  whenever 
'*  they  (land  in  the  way  of  a  new  and  favourite 
**  hypothefis ;  which  has  been  haftily  perhaps  taken 
**  up  at  firft  by  a  falfe  fpirit  of  philofophy,  nurfed 
by  the  fubtle  fpirit  of  metaphyfics,  and  de- 
**  fended  by  a  wrangling  fpirit  of  difputation  i 
**  all  of  thefe  fufficient  enemies  to  truth  to  be 
**  both  able  and  willing  to  disfigure  every  feature 
**  of  it,  and  this  alfo  in  the  very  moment  when 
**  the  mod  flattering  promifes  arc  made  of  an 
**  inviolable  attachment  to  truth  and  truth  only. 

•^  FSr,"  he  fays,  p.  15,  «*  too  few  perhaps, 
**  may  be  inclined  along  with  myfelf  to  fearch  for 
^  truth  with  caution  and  candour,  or  to  embrace  it 
••  when  difcovered.  Therefore  it  has  been  for  the 
**  few  alone  that  my  obfcrvations  have  been  cal- 
••cuiatcd.  From  thofc  who  bring  religious  or 
.^  difpucatious  prejudices  along  with  them  I  can 
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expe£t  no  goods  if  while  they  oftenQvely  profefs 
the  caufc  of  truth  only,  they  bring  with  them  a 
^'  lurking  envy  att  the  emoluments  of  the  eftablifhed 
church ;  and  though  called  by  Elijah  to  follow 
him  to  heaven,  if  they  have  their  thoughts  fitll 
fixed  upon  earth,  upon  unyoking  the  oxen,  and 
*'  partaking  of  the  tythes,    &c.  all  fuch,  before 
^^  they  approach  the  hallowed  ground  of  truib,  muft 
'*  firfl  pui  off  she  old  man  that  is  corrupt^  auorditig 
^^  to  deceitful  luftsy  and  be  reneaued  in  the  Spirit  of 
'^  right  underftanding,  both  to  will  and  to  do  ac 
**  cording  to  the  good  motions  of  reafon." 
general  (cntiments  of  Mr.  Howes  are,    no  doubt, 
very  juft,  though  oddly  enough  exprefled. 
queftion  is,  whether  a  beam  in  his  own  eye 
not  prevent  his  feeing  a  mote  in  that  of  another. 

So  far  am  I,   according  to  Mr.  Howes,  from, 
being  a  fearcher  after  truths   or  loving  the  l^bt^ 
that  I  rejoice  in  darknejs,  and  wifh  to  be  covered- 
with  it.   Speaking  of  my  reprefentation  of  the  Cbnicr 
of  Epiphanius,  he  fays,  p.  122,  ^' Such  a  condu^ 
^*  tends  only  to  introduce  confufion.     This,  how*^ 
'*  ever,  may  be  more  acceptable  than  perfpicuity^ 
^^  to  thofe  whofe  bed  evidence  for  their  afifertions  is, 
"  Ut  the  darknejs  cover  us."    On  this  occafion  1 
fhall  only  feriouQy  fay,  that  if  this  acco^  of .  my' 
views  be  true,  if  I  do  wi(h  thatdarknefs  may  cover 
me,    the  dreadful  imprecation   will  be  fulfilled* 
Though  Mr.  Howes  has  taken  much  pains  lo^  n^ 
prefent  me  as  an  unbeliever  in  chriftianity,  and  a 
fecret  enemy  to  it,    I  am,   gentlemen,   a  ferioui 
believer  in  it  -,   and  I  hope  that  both  my  j¥Fitings 
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and  my  condud  ^ill  (hew,  to  the  unprejudiced,: 
that  I  truly  refpeftlc,  and  that  I  (hall  never  violate 
the  fpirit  and  precepts  of  it  (o  much  as  Mr.  Howes 
has  done  in  this  moft  unchriftian  infinuation. 

Befides  charging  me  with  a  total  difregard  to 

truth,  Mr.  Howes  more  than  infinuates  that  my 

principal  motive  in  writing  is  to  get  po(rc(rion  of 

the  tythes,  and  other  emoluments,  of  the  eftablifhed 

church.     My  moft  ferious  enquiries,  he  fays,  p.  3, 

*'  are  often  interlarded  with  warm  ejaculations,  which 

betray  a  longing  wiih  after  tydies,  &c.     Is  this 

coofiflent  in  thofe  who  profefs  only  a  regard  for 

truth/'     Quoting  fome  e3cpre(&ons  of  mine  he 

lays,  p.  1  a,   ^^  fuch  language  may  be  fuitable  to 

^^  the  party  zeal  of  a  fedtary,   who  makes  it  his 

**  bufinefs  to  fight  againft  eftablifhments  unlefs  he 

**  caa  partake  of  them,  as  I  have  (hewn  from  his 

•*  own  words  Dr.  Prieftley  wi(hes  to  do.      But 

<•  tlus  is  not  conliftent  with  my  own  views  or 

^*  pradice." 

Now,  gentlemen,  if  any  credit  be  due  to  my 
uniform  profe(rion8,  or  to  my  condud,  1  wifh,  and 
ihall  do  my  endeavour  cowards  effefbing,  the  utter 
downfall  of  aU  eccle(iaftical  eftablifhments,  together 
with  their  tythes,  and  every  thing  elfe  belonging  to 
them.  Other  writers  upbraid  me  with  my  violence 
on  this  fubjeft.  Befides,  if  I  really  were  what 
Mr.  Howes  reprefcnts  me  to  be,  no  believer  in 
chriftianity,  and  deftitute  of  all  regard  to  truth, 
ffhj  niight  not  one  eftablifhment  fuit  my  purpofe 

as 
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as  well  as  another  ?  and  why  have  I  applied  no  part 
of  that  addrefs^  znd.  tijjiduify,  which  are  generally 
afcribcd  to  me,  to  get  fome  preferment  in  the 
church  ?  Coniidering  my  connexions,  few  pcrfons 
will  doubt  but  that,  if  this  had  t)een  my  objed^  I 
might  have  made  a  better  provifion  for  myfelf  in 
the  church,  than  I  am  lilcely  to  make  out  of  it. 

But  how  is  it  that  Mr.  Howes  proves  that  my 
intention  is  to  get  polTeffion  of  the  tythes,  &c.  from 
my  own  words.  It  is  as  follows:  Having expreffed 
my  wiQi,  as  1  frequently  have  done,  for  the  utter 
abolidiing  of  ^all  eftablifhments,  I  mentioned^  in 
my  late  Dijcourfe  on  free  Inquiry y  a  more  equitable 
mode  of  cttabliihing  chriftianity,  which  might  be 
adopted  in  preference  to  the  prefent  j  faying  **  the 
mod  equitable  thing  would  be  to  allow  Uni- 
tarians the  ufe  of  a  church,  when  their  proportion 
"  of  the  tythes,  &c.  would  be  fufficient  for  the 
"  maintenance  of  a  minifter  of  their  own  perfua- 
^*  Son."  Again,  in  my  Sermon  preached  at  Leeds^ 
I  fay,  *'  all  who  are  intcrelted  in  the  fupport  of 
•*  thefe  anti-chriftian  eftablilhments,  which  ufurp 
•'  an  undue  authority  over  the  confciences  of  men, 
^  and  whofe  wealth  and  power  are  advanced  by 
**  them,  are  in  a  ftate  of  confternation,  &c." 

^*  By  a  comparifon  of  the  above  two  paflages,'* 
Mr.  Howes  fays,  Note,  p.  3,  "  it  appears  that  Dr. 
'*  Priefllcry  would  not  confider  eftablifhmcnts  as 
^*  anti-chriftian,  in  cafe  the  power  and  wealth  of 
^  tbe  Unitarians  were  advanced  by  them,  and  that 
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*•  fuch  an  eftablifhment  would  not  be  to  ufurp  an 
undue  authority  over  the  confcicnces  of  men. 
For  what  authority  has  an  orthodox  cftabliftiment 
*•  at  prefcnt  oyer  the  confcicnces  of  men,  except 
•'  the  influence  arifing  from  what  he  clfewhere  calls 
**  the  prefent  exclufive  advantages  of  cftablifh* 
••mcnts?'* 

^  you,  gentlemen,  can  fee  the  force  of  this  rea- 
ibning,  you  are  better  (killed  in  the  art  of  logic  than 
I  pretend  to  be.     The  fair  conftruftion  of  the  paf- 
&ges,  without  any  help  from  my  moft  unequivocal 
ianguage  elfewhcre,    is  that  all  ecclefialtical  efta- 
blifhments  are  anti-cbrijliany  that  all  of  them  ufurp 
an  undue  au:hority  over  the  confcicnces  of  men ;  and 
that,  inftead  of  wifliing  to  partake  of  their  emolu- 
ments,   I  fl^iall  rejoice  in  their  downfall  j    but  that 
if  they  cannot  be  taken  down  altogether,  it  might 
be  better  to  fix  them  on  a  broader  bafis,   fo  that 
they  might  comprehend   all  the  fcrious  profcflbr^ 
of  chriftianitv,  Unitarians  as  well  as  others,  whictv 
is  adually  the  cafe  in  North-America.    Mr.  Howes, 
by  his  imprudence  and  intemperate  aeal,  is,  unknown 
to  fiimfclf,  contributing  more  to  the  difcredir,  and 
confequently  to  the  downfall,  of  the  church  ella- 
blifhment  of  this  country,    than  I  am  doing  ^  and 
if  abler  and  better  advii'fd  men  do  not  interfere,  and 
better  meafures  be  Bot  adopted,,  the  ruin  of  it  will 
be  accompliflied  much  fooner  than  I  had  ventured 
to  exped:^     But  I  am  not  fo  vioknt  a  reformer  ats 
to  wifti  to  imitate  the  members  of  the  church  of 
England,  when  they  made  the  aH  of  unifcrmih  \ 

in 
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in  confequencc  of  which  two  thoufand  confciendbus 
miniftcrs  were  deprived  of  their  livings,  and  many 
exchanged  them  for  prifons.  I  would  not  deprive 
any  man  of  his  prefent  emolument,  but  would 
fccure  it  to  him  for  his  life,  even  that  which  Dr. 
Horfley  has  gained  for  his  important  fervices  in 
writing  againft  myfelf. 

Having  defcanted  upon  my  Dedication^    Mr. 
Howes  condefcends  to  beftow  fome  refledtions  on 
my  title  page^  ridiculing  my  "  profeffing  myfelf  a 
,^^  pbilofopher^  as  my  title  page,"  be  fays,  p.  ijt 
"  fets  fonh  in  full  (hew,  although  indeed  little  will 
*'  be  found  within  correfponding  to  real  philofophy, 
"  except  hard  words.**      Then,  -  in  his  Note,  he 
recites  thofc  additions  to  my  name,  which  you  will 
find  in  the  title  page  of  thefe  Letters,  in  the  ufe  of 
which,  as^'k  is  the  univerfal  pradifc,   I  was  not 
aware  of  there  being  any  thing  rcprehenfible.    Not 
one  of  the  foreign  titles  was  diredlly,  or  indireftly, 
Ibliciced  by  myfelf.      For  a  confiderable  time  I 
declined  the  ulc  of  them,  though  contrary  to  uni- 
verfal cuftom.   I  then  prefixed  them  to  my  philofo- 
phical  writings  only,   but  being  informed  that  as 
my  other  writings  went  abroad,  it  would  be  con- 
fidered  as  an  affront  to  the  focietics  which,  juftly 
or   unjuftly,    had   beftowed   them,    if  they   were 
omitted,  I  have  very  lately  begun  to  prefix  them  to 
moft,  but  not  to  all  my  publications. 

Had  not  Mr.  Howes  fo  exprefsly  difclaimcd  all 
the  arts  of  cGntre^erJy^  and  affertcd  that  all  his  ob- 

fervations 
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fenradons  were  on  hoks,  and  not  on  autbors^  it 
might  have  been  (bought  that  fome  of  the  remarks 
I  have  animadverted  upon  were  of  the  latter  clafs. 
For  my  own  part,  I  profefs  to  be  a  controvcrfial 
writtt»  becaufe  I  confider  fair  controverfy  as  a 
▼ahiable  means  of  difcovering  and  afcertaining 
truth ;  but  I  fliould  think  myfelf  difgraced  by  fo 
much  of  the  art  of  it  as  you  muft  fee  have  been 
adopted  by  Mr.  Howes,  even  in  what  is  quoted  in 
this  iotrodudory  letter,  which  I  conclude  by  fub* 
fcribiog  myfelf, 

Gentlemen, 
Your  very  humble  Servant, 

J-  PRIESTLEY, 


LETTER      IL 

Of  the  DoHrine  of  the  Ebhmtes. 

Gentlemen, 

HAVING  given  you  fome  idea  of  the  temper 
with  which  Mr.  Howes  engages  in  thisrM- 
Mroverff  (chough  on  his  fide  it  muft  by  no  means 
be  To  denominated)  and  of  the  opinion  which  he 
entertains  of  myfelf,  and  bf  my  writings,  and  alto 

of 
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of  himfelf  and  his  writings,  I  now  proceed  to  the 
queftion  in  debate^ 

The  poGtion  which  I  have  endeavoured  to  cfta-' 
bliih  in  my  Hiftory  of  early  Opinions  cpncendngCbrifif 
is  that  the  primitive  church  was  properly  Um^ 
tarian^  that  the  great  mafs  of  comtnon  unlearned 
chriftians  continued  to  be  fo  till  near  the  council 
of  NicC)  and  that  it  was  a  confiderable  time  befofe 
Unitarianifm  was  confidercd  as  heretical.  I  have 
alfo  endeavoured  to  (hew  at  large,  that  thedoftrine 
of  the  Trinity  had  its  origin  in  Platonifm.  Both 
thcfe  pofitions  Mr.  Howes  denies.  He  even 
denies  the  exiftcnce  of  any  fuch  doftrine  as  that  of 
Uniiarianifm  (which  he  quaintly  calls  humanijm)  in 
the  two  firft  centuries,  and  is  inclined  to  do  it  evcd 
till  the  time  of  Socinus,  or  about  the  year  i^ooi 
He  denies  it  both  with  refpeft  to  the  orthodox^ 
and  the  heretics.  "  Dr.  PricfUcy,"  he  fays,  p.  8^ 
**  has  not,  and  cannoc  fix  upon  any  one  chriftian 
"  fed  of  the  firft  ages  (as. I  defy  ni.n  to  do)  whom 
*'  he  can  prove  to  have  difbelicved  in  the  divinity 
**  of  Chrift."  In  the  title  page  of  his  work^  he 
fays,  "  no  fuch  chriftians  ever  cxiftcd  except  in 
"  Utopia,  during  the  two  firft  centuries,  as  thofc 
**  whom  Dr.  Prieftley  calls  ancient  Unitarians, 
"  that  is,  who  were  not  believers  in  the  divinity  of 
**  Chrift,  in  fomc  mode  or  other." 

tn  attempting  to  anfwer  fuch  an  extravagant 
affcrtion  as  this,  I  feel  as  I  fhould  do  if  I  were 
required  to  prove  that  there  were  any  fuch  people 

as 
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as  the  ancient  Britons^  and  that  the  Saxtms  were 
intruders  in  this  country.  For  to  deny  them  is 
equally,  to  abandon  all  faith  in  hiftory.  Mr.  Howes^ 
indeed  acknowledges  that  he  is  nearly  at  leafl: 
finjguUr  m  his  opinion.  ^^  It  is  afubjedt/'  he  lays, 
p«  8,  '^  which  has  never  been  fufiicicntly  attended 
"  to  by  former  writers,  who  have  too  readily  con- 
•'  ceded,  or  rather  acquiefced  without  enquiry,  in 
*^  the  confident  aflertions  of  the  Unicariansj  that 
^'  there  did  exifl:,  in  the  two  firft  chriftian  ages,  fome 
**fefts,who  difbelieved  the  divinity  of  Chrift.*' 
If  therefore  I  be  in  an  error,  it  feems  th^t  I  am  not» 
like  Mr.  Howes,  fingular,  or  nearly  fmgular,  in  it. 
I  err  in  good  company,  and  in  that  of  the  orthodox 
as  well  as  that  of  the  heterodox ;  and  if  I  have 
adopted  a  miftake,  I  have  not  the  guilt  of  being  the 
firft  to  ftart  it. 

As  Mr.  Howes  cannot  deny  but  that  ancient 
fefts  of  chriftians  are  faid  by  the  eariieft  writers  to 
have  called  Chrift  a  mtre  man,  he  fays,  p.  ^6^  **  All 
**  the  evidence  produced  by  Dr.  Prieftley  diat  the 
*•  Ebionites  believed  Chrift  to  be  a  mere  man,  is 
*^  only  by  fome  brief  and  fummary  expreffions, 
**  found  in  fevcral  of  the  Fathers,  when  they  were 
•*  reafoning  on  fome  other  fubjefts,  wherein  they 
•*  had,  no  intention  of  explaining  the  whole  of  the 
•*  Ebionitifh  creed,  but  introduced  incidentally  only 
**  fo  much  of  it  as  made  for  their  own  reafoning  in 
*'  thofe  particular  paiTages."  We  ihall  foon  fee  how 
this  hypothefis  accords  with  the  fa£ts. 

G  I  have 
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I  have  clearly  (hewn  that,  by  the  confedkm  of 
all  the  chriflian  Fathers,  who  were  certainly  inCeKftcd 
to  deny  the  h6t  if  they  could>  neither  Chrift  him- 
felf«  nor  any  of  the  apoftlcs  before  John,  taught 
his  pre-exifl?^ce  or  divinity  with  ckamefst  aod  chat 
the  chief  reafoo  which  they  afligned  for  it  was, 
that  the  prejudices  of  the  Jews,  in  favour  of  dieir 
Meffiah  being  a  mere  mao,  were  b  ftrong,  chat 
their  minds  would  have  revoked  at  it.  The  dnif- 
tiaa  wprkl  in  general,  therefore,  xioc  having  been 
inJtruSdd  la  thefe  dodlrines,  could  not  have  beUeVii 
tfaem  till  after  the  time  in  which  John  pubiifhed  his 
gofp^l,  which  was  generally  fuppoied  to  be  after 
the  death  of  the  other  apolUes,  and  the  deftrudion 
of  Jerufalem.  But  before  this  time  chriftianityf 
in  its  Unitarian  ftate,  was  received  in  almoft  every 
part  of  the  Roman  empire. 

However^  great  changes  b  opinion  are  never 
brought  about  fuddenly,  or  without  circumftanoei 
which  prove  their  reality  \  and  (ince  we  cannot  find 
the  leaft  trace  of  any  change  having  been  produced 
in  the  chriftian  world  by  the  writings  oX  John,  we 
are  necefiarily  led  to  infer,  that  the  notion  of  John 
having  taught  the  doArioes  of  the  pre-exiftenct 
and  the  divinity  of  Chrift  is  an  improbaUe  hypo^ 
thefis,  though  the  belt  that  could  be  thought  of  to 
account  for  a  fad,  the  reality  of  which  the  chriftian 
Fathers  could  not  deny,  viz.  the  exiftence  of  Uni« 
tacianifm  in  the  great  mafs  of  the  common  people 
in  their  own  times,  and  chofe  imoKdiafiely  pre* 
ceding  them. 

I  have 
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I  have  Ihcwn  that  all  the  Jewiflx  chriftians  were 
called  Ehionites  or  Nazarenes,  and  that,  according 
to  the  unanimous  teftimony  of  the  ancients,  they 
did  not  believe  in  the  pre-exiftence,  or  the  divinity 
of  Chrift,  though  fome  of  diem  believed  in  his 
miraculous  conception.  It  is  pretended  that 
befides  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes,  who  are 
acknowledged  to  have  been  unbelievers  in  the 
divinity  of  Chrift,  there  were  other  Jewifli  chrif- 
tiaiK  who  believed  that  do£^rine.  But  I  find 
no  trace  of  any  fuch  perfons.  Since  Mr.  Howes,, 
however,  denies  that  even  the  Ebionites  or  Na- 
zarenes dilbelieved  that  doftrine,  it  may  be  ufeful 
to  produce  fufficient  authority  for  the  common 
opinion,  in  reply  to  him  ;  and  not  to  trouble  you 
with  unneceffary  quotations  from  original  writers, 
in  doing  this  I  Ihall,  in  moft  cafes,  content  myfelf 
with  referring  you  to  my  Hiftory  of  early  Opinions 
renaming  Cbriji^  in  which  you  will  find  the  paf- 
&ges  at  full  length. 

The  firft  chriftian  writer  who  mentions  the 
Ebionites  by  that  name  is  Irensus ;  and  nothing 
can  be  more  evident  than  that,  contrary  to  what 
Mr.  Howes  aflferts,  his  argument  (hews  that  he 
could  not  have  confidered  them  as  believing  the 
divinity  of  Chrift,  "  God  will  judge  them,"  he 
fays,  vol.  iii.  p.  279,  '^  and  how  can  they  be 
"  faved,  if  it  be  not  God  that  works  Out  their 
<^  falvatjpn  upon  earth."  Again  he  faysj  p.  280, 
^  if  they  perfift  in  their  error,  not  receiving  the 
^  word  of  incorruption,  they  continue  in  mortal 

C  2  «  flefli, 
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^'  Refhy  and  are  fubjefi:  to  deathj  not  receiving 
*'  the  antidote  of  life." 

I  appeal  to  you,  gentlemen,  whether  this  writer 

could    have  argued    in   this   manner,   or   have 

cxprefled  himfelf  fo  harfhly,  if  he  had  confidered 

the  Ebionites  as  believing  the  divinity  of  Chrift. 

This  teftimony  of  Irenseus  is  alone  abundantly 

fufficient    to    prove  that,    in   his  opinion,    the 

Ebionites  were  no  believers  in  the  divinity  of 
Chrift. 

TercuUinn,  whom  you  will  find  Mr.  Howes 
quotes  as  holding  a  different  opinion,  fays,  vol.  iii, 
p.  204,  that  "  Ebion  did  not  believe  that  Chrift: 
"  was  the  Son  of  God,"  probably  meaning  that 
he  thought  him  to  be  the  Son  ofjofepb.  But  no 
perfon  I  apprehend  ever  difbelievcd  the  miraculous 
conception,  and  at  the  fame  admitted  the  divinity^ 
of  Chrift,  whether  the  connexion  between  thele 
opinions  be  neceflary  or  not. 

The  teftimony  of  Origen  is  particularly  ci- 
prefs.  He  fays,  vol.  ii.  p.  166,  "  thofe  of  the 
"  Jews  who  believed  Jefus  to  be  Chrift  are*  called 
"  Ebionites.  Of  thefe,"  he  fays,  "  fome  thought 
"  him  to  be  the  fon  of  Jofeph  and  Mary,  and 

others  of  Mary  only  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  but 

did  not  believe  his  divuiity." 


<c 


This  is  fo  contrary  to  Mr.  Howes's  aflertion^ 
that  he  thought  it  neceffary  to  make  an  obfervatioa 

upon 
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upon  it.     "  If  Origen's  words/'  he  fays,  p.  83, 
"  be  attended  to,  it  feems  evident  that  he  never' 
**  meant  to  apply  the  appellation  of  Ebionites  to 
"  the  Jewifti  chriftians  in  general,  in  any  other 
*^  than  in  a  loofe  fenfe,  juft  as  the  members  of  the 
*^  church  of  England  are  called  Calviniftsj  mean- 
**  ing  only  as  to  their  general  principles,  and  not 
**  that  they  are  lineally  defcended  from  the  original 
**  Calvinifts  in  Switzerland."    But  certainly  they 
would  not  be  called  Calvinifts  at  all,  if  they  were 
not  fuppofed  to  hold  the  diftinguifhing  principles 
of  Calvinifm,     So  neither  would  Origen  have 
aflcrtcd  of  the  Ebionites  in  general,   that  they 
difbdieved  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  and  that  all  the 
Jewifh  believers  were  called  Ebionites,  if  it  had 
ijot  been  his  opinion  that  the  Jewilh  chriftians  in 
general,  and  even  thofe  before  his  own  time,  held 
the  opinion  which  he  afcribes  to  them.    The  pro- 
bability will  always  be,  that  bodies  of  men  receive 
their  doftrines  from  their  anccftors. 

Eufebius  almoft  copies  Origen  in  his  account 
of  the  two  forts  of  Ebionites,  faying,  vol.  iii.  p.  168, 
"  they  think  Chrift  to  be  merely  a  man,  like  other 
•*  men ;"  and  of  thofe  who  believe  the  miraculous 
conception  he  exprefsly  fays,  **  they  by  no  means 
*•  allowed  that  Chrift  was  God,  the  word,  and 
'*  wifdom.*' 

Epiphanius,  whofe  authority  Mr.  Howes  prc- 
(end$  to  be  in  his  favour  fays^  vol.  iii.  p«  209, 
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^'  Ebion  himfelf  believed  that  Chrift  was  a  mere 
^*  man,  born  as  other  men  are." 

With  refpcft  to  the  Nazarenes,  whom  I  hava 
proved  to  be  the  very  fame  with  the  Ebioniccs, 
Theodoret  fays,  vol.  iii.  p.  183,  **  they  arc  Jcw3# 
*<  who  own  Chriil  as  a  righteous  man,"  which  he 
would  never  have  contented  himfelf  with  faying» 
if  he  had  fuppofed  ^hat  they  believed  in  bis  divinity* 

Epiphanius  could  never  have  confidered  die 
Nazarcnes  as  believers  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift» 
when  he  reprefentcd  them,  vol.  iii.  p.  185,  as 
"  people  who,  on  hearing  ihe  name  of  Jefus 
"  only,  and  the  miracles  performed  by  the  apoftles» 
**  believed  on  him."  It  is  evident  that  he  con- 
fidered them  as  not  having  heard  of  his  divinity^ 
and  he  fpeaks  of  doth  the  Ebionites  and  Naz^ 
renes,  p.  140,  as  requiring  to  be  taught  the  divinity 
of  Chrilt  by  John. 

I  have  no  occafion  to  purfue  this  evidence  any 
farther,  as  all  the  later  writers,  without  exception> 
agree  with  thofe  that  1  have  already  quoted.  1 
fhall  therefore  clofe  my  prefent  letter,  and  in  my 
next  ccnfider  what  Mr.  Howes  has  advanced  to 
invalidate  this  evidcAce. 

I  ftm,  &c. 
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LETTER      III. 

Of  the  true  Meawn^  of  a  Pajfage  in  TertuUian,  and 
another  in  Epipbauitit  quoted  by  Mr.  Howes. 

GeNTLEMENj 

THE  paffagcs  on  which  Mr.  Howes  lays  the 
the  greatcft  ftrcfs  are  one  or  two  in  Epipha- 
niusi  who,  as  I  have  obfcrvedj  afcribes  to  fume 
of  the  Ebionices  a  tenet  of  the  GnoflicSj  viz.  that 
ibi  Cbrift  was  a  fuper-angelic  created  beings  who 
defcended  into  Jefus  at  his  baptifm,  in  which  I 
doubt  not  he  afcribes  to  them  the  opinion  of  the 
Cerinthians ;  and  this  is  not  much  to  be  wondered 
at>  as  the  Cerinthians  were  Jewifh  chriftianSj  as  well 
as  the  Ebionites.  The  palTages  may  be  feen  in 
my  Hijioryy  vol.  iii,  p.  206.  But  in  them  he 
fpcaks  of  this  Chrift.  of  the  Ebionites  as  creaUd, 
and  what  divinity  can  that  be  ?  Mr.  Howes>  in- 
deed^  ftrangely  talks  of  degrees  of  divinity.  Bgt 
this  is  to  me  as  incomprehenftble  as  the  do^ine 
of  the  Trinity.  "  In  regard  to  the  degree  of  di- 
vinity," Mr.  Howes  fays,  p.  107,    "  whether 

the  Chrift  of  the  Ebionites  was  a  fuperior,  or 

only  a  fubordinate  divinity »  or  no  dilrinity  at 

•'  all,  but  merely  a  fuper-human  fpirit,  this  is  a 

^'  queftion  of  debate  between  the  orthodox  and 

'^  the  Arians,  and  not  between  the  orthodox  and 
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*'  the  humanifts.*'  I  think,  however,  that,  if  Mr. 
Howes  maiatains  that  the  Chrift  of  the  Ebionites 
was  Gody  and  I  nnaintain  that  he  was  not^  the 
queftion  is  betwetn  bim  and  me,  if  there  be  any 
queilion  between  us  at  all.  If  this  Chrift  had  no 
divinity  at  all,  furely  I  am  juftified  in  faying  that 
the  Ebionites  did  not  believe  the  divinity  of 
Chrift  in  any  fcnfe  6f  the  word,  and  Mr.  Howes 
can  have  no  reafon  fpr  contefting  what  I  ad- 
vance. 

Mr.  Howes  imagines  that  he  has  found  two 
authorities  to  fupport  the  opinion  which  he  had 
afcribed  to  Epiphanius.  The  fir  ft  is  from  Ter- 
tullian,  whom  I  ftlall  quote  more  at  length  than 
Mr.  Howes  has  done,  and  fhew  that  he  has  grofsly 
mifapprehended  his  meaning.  The  paCfage  is  in 
his  treatife  De  Came  Cbrifii,  fee.  xiv.  in  which, 
having  fpoken  of  Chrift  as  being  made  lower  than 
the  ange\Sy  he  fays,  that  *'  it  was  as  man^  having 
*'  the  flefh  and  the  foul  of  man.  But  as  the 
*'  fpirit  of  God,  and  the  power  of  the  Mod 
High,  he  could  not  be  lower  than  the  angels, 
being  God,  and  the  fon  of  God.  As  miich, 
*'  therefore,  as,  when  he  carried  the  man,  he  was 
*'  lefs  than  the  angels,  by  fo  much  when  he  car- 
"  ricd  the  angel,  he  was  not  lefs  than  they.  This 
opinion  may  agree  with  that  of  Ebion,  who 
fuppofed  Jefus  to  be  a  mere  man,  only  of  the 
^*  feed  of  David,  that  is,  not  the  fon  of  God ; 
clearly  however  in  fome  refpe£ts  more  glorious 
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^  than  the  prophets^  fo  that  an  angel  may  be  fai4 
'^  CO  have  been  in  bfm,  as  in  Zachaijah,  though  ic 
**  is  never  exprefsly  faid  fo  concerning  Chrift*. 

**  From  this  paffage,"  Mr.  Howes  fays,  p.  33, 
^<  it  is  plain  that  the  Ebionites  did  not  look  upon 
'*  Jefus  himfelf  as  the  Chrift,  or  chief  agent;  but 
only  as  the  receptacle  of  a  fuperior  agent;  and 
whether  this  angel  be  confidered  as  partaking 
in  any  degree  of  a  divine  nature,  or  not,  yet 
**  this  makes  no  difference  of  any  moment.  It 
'^  was  ftill  not  Jefus,  a  mere  man,  who  was,  ac«> 
cording  to  them,  fbe  Cbr^^  but  fome  fuperior 
being,  of  an  intermediate  nature  between  divi- 
*'  nity  and  humanity." 

Now,  certainly,  what  Mr.  Hoiwes  calls  a  dif- 
ference of  no  moment,  viz.  whether  this  Chrifl: 
was  God,  or  not,  is,  as  I  have  obfenred,  the  only 
difference  between  him  and  me.  But  be  totally 
mifconftrues  the  paifage,  the  meaning  of  which  is 
as  follows.  Tertullian  defcribes  the  doftrine  of 
the  Ebionites,  by  faying  that  they  believed  Jcfus 

*  Minoiflt  earn  modicum  quid  dtrt  aogeloi,  qaomodo  vide- 
bitur  angel  urn  indulge,  fie  infra  aagelot  diminutus,  dum 
homo  fie,  qua  caro  et  anima  ec  filias  hominis?  Qaa  autem 
fpirjtus  Dei  ec  virtus  altiffimi  non  poieft  infra  angelas  haberi. 
Deus  fcilicet  cc  Dei  filius.  Qgaoto  trpi  dam  hominem  geAat 
ninor  angeiis  fadtus  eft,  taaco  aoa  dujn  angelum  geftat.  Po* 
terit  ha^c  opinio  Hcbioni  conreaitey  qoi  nudum  hominem^  ec 
tantum  ex  femine  David,  id  eft  noa  at  Dei  iiliam  confticaic 
Jefum.  Plane  angeiis  aliqao  gloriofiorevi  ttC  ita  in  illo  aogelos 
fuifTe  dicatur  quemadmodum  ia  ali^VD  Zcctiaria. 
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to  be  a  mere  man  i  but  to'gi?€  him  fome  adtatagc 
over  other  prophets^  they  faid,  that  an  angel  fpafcc 
in  bim  (noc  to  bim)  This  is  ail  that  accordiog  to 
TcrtuUian,  they  acknowledged.  But  they  did  not 
fay  that  this  angelwas  any  partof  Chrift^  or  united 
to  him,  but  a  Tcry  difi^nt .  being.  TertuUian 
indeed  fays  ham  far,  in  bis  &wm  optuitm,  their  dioC'^- 
trihc  might  be  reconciled  with  that  of  the  ortho- 
dox, as  the  divine  principle  in  Jefus  might  be 
called  an  affgel  But  this  is  intirely  his  own  con* 
ftrueHortj  and  a  very  harfli  one,  by  which  he  mif* 
rcprefcnts  the  tenets  of  the  orthodox  themfelves; 
aecording  to  which  the  divine  principle  in  Chrift 
was  no  angeli  but  the  uncreated  logos  of  the  Fa* 
ther,  that  principle  which  created  all  angels.  Such 
is  this  boafted  authority  for  the  concurrence  of 
Tertullian  with  £piphanius,  in  maintaining  that 
tht  trbionitei  were  believers  in  the  ^divinity  of 
Chrifts  when  both  of  them,  in  other  paflagea, 
clearly  afiefc  the  very  contraiy* 

In  this  very  paflage  Tertullian  mentions  his 
own  c^inion  as  that  of  Cbrift  being  Godj  and  rbe  Son 
cfGodi  i.  c.  as  poffcffed  of  divinity,  and  that  of  the 
Ebionites  as  of  his  not  being  the  Son  of  Godj  that  is, 
as  the  fon  of  Jofeph,  and  having  no  divinity.  Befides, 
he  reprefents  the  opinion  of  the  Ebionites,  as  that 
of  there  being  only  fucha  difference  between  Chrift 
aiul  the  other  prophet3>  as  between  Zachariah  and 
the  other  pn^hets,  in  confequence  of  an  angel 
fpedklng  inbim/.dXid  nbt  to  bim.  But  will  Mr. 
Howes  himfclF  fay;  that  it  was  their  opinion, 

that 
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that  Z^chtriah,  in  confequence  of  an  ^gdi  fpeak- 
log  in  bim^  ami  not  t$  bim^  ivas  hiin&tf  an  ang^l^ 
or  a  God? 

But  Mr.  Howes  pretends  to  have  the  authority 
of  Theodoret,  as  well  as  that  of  Tertullian  in  fup- 
port  of  that  of  Epiph^nius.  But  even  here  his  argti* 
ment  is  more  extraordinary  than  that  from  Tertul- 
lian. You  will  naturally  imagine,  that  if  Theodoret 
had  really  been  of  opinion,  that  the  Ebionites  were 
believers  fn  the  divinity  of  ChrSft,  he  would  haVe 
advanced  it  in  that  fedion  of  his  hiftory  which  is 
appropriated  to  the  opinions  of  the  Ebionites.  I 
ihall  therefore  recite  the  whole  of  that  feftion. 

Having,  in  the  firfl;  book  of  his  Heretical  Fables^ 

given  an  account  of  the  Gnoftics^  who  held  the 

doftrine  of  two  principles,  he  proceeds  in  his  fe- 

cond  book,  to  give  an  account  of  thofe  who,  he 

fays,  held  a  diredly  oppojite  do^lrine.   '*  Tne  firfl  of 

"  this  phalanx"  he  fays,   "  was  Ebion,  which  in 

**  the  Hebrew  language  fignifies  Poor.     He  faid, 

**  as  we  do,  that  there  is  one  uncaufed  being,  and 

•*  that  he  is  the  maker  of  the  world,  but  that  our 

•*  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  was   born  of  Jofeph  and 

"  Mary,  being  a  man,  but  excelling  in  virtue  and 

**  puriiy  all  other  men,   and  living  according  tq 

**  the  law  of  Mofes.     They  ufe  no  other  gofpel 

**  than  that  according  to  the  Hebrews,  and  call 

••  the  apoftle,"  meaning  Paul,  "  an  apoftate.    Of 

**  thefe  was  Symmachus,  who  tranflated  the  Scrip- 

*'  tures  of  the  Old  Tcftament  from  Hebrew  into 

"  Greek. 
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^'  Greek.  There  is,  however^  another  divifion  of 
^'  them  befides  this,  having  the  fame  deaomina« 
*'  tion  (for  they  alfo  are  called  Ebionites)  and  in 
**  every  thing  elfe  agree  with  the  former,  but  fay 
'*  that  our  Saviour  and  Lord  was  born  of  a  virgin. 
'*  They  ufe  no  other  gofpel  than  that  according  to 
^^  Matthew ;  they  keep  their  fabbath  as  the  Jews 
^^  do,  but  they  alfo  obfcrve  the  lord's  day  »  we 
«  do*/* 

This  is  the  whole  of  the  fefbion  of  Theodoret 
concerning  the  Ebionitesy  and  do  you  perceive  in 
it,  Gendemen,  any  trace  of  his  fuppofing  that  the 
Ebionites  were  believers  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift? 
On  the  contrary,  is  it  not  evident  that  he  reprefcnts 
them  as  believing  his  mere  humanity.  I  really 
think  that  if  Mr.  Howes  himfelf  hadTeen  this  ar« 
tide  (which  it  appjfars  from  p.  46,  he  had  not)  he 
would  never  have  claimed  the  authority  of  Thco- 

*  Toarmn  h  td;  fctXayy®'  npisv  Eft«w,  tw  rnlt^x/^  h  *ni( 
E^pof 01  vpoo'ayopiUHffiv.  OJ/®-  sva  /mv  ermndot  tp^  mapcntkunn^ 
f^Mv,  xcu  aukn  f3^i|cv  Bivau  rn  MOfffUi  hifunfyovn  top  %  xupun  hm» 
Xf*io*  ^i  hi^nf  KOI  rng  Mapiof  sfn^i  yeyevnuTdau^  oApcnmfta  oAi, 
ofiTfi  is  ucu  Ko^ap^Mh  ronr  aX^AW  iiaptpovla^  uala  it  rw  MfMvnnv 
moUTSuovIa  wfMV,  Movov  h  to  Kola  ECpeuug  MuarfythM  i^xf^^^  '^ 
9f  osroro^oy  wKorahft  Ka:knvi,  E«  THlwnv  'E^viifJtax®'^  ^  ^np  waXoMv 
ypaipw  at  rng  ECpaiuy  fule^atug  Uf  rnv  E^>aSa(  fwrn.  Ax^l|  ik 
mapa  roAm  ov/jtfMpia  iiff  aulny  tvcmfuoff  txfi^a^  ZCumn;  yof  ntu 
uloi  vpoffoyoptuovlM^  ra  a^J^a  ie  aTraalla  aiwi/Mtikoyu  tok  mfditfoiu 
Tov  is  ccSkpa  MM  KUfiQ9  BK  vaf^sw  ycycivD^Sai  pn^a.  EtfOTTiTMi  Ji 
T«  Kola  Mon^cuov  xEx^nvhi  fMvi)^  urn  to  fieif  caSCaOat  mena  tbp 
LfSouuy  TiyMCi  poftov,  rw  it  KiffioKm  ua&itp^iffi^  mapaiwhiinfH  ^iwy. 
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doret.    How  then  does  he  pretend  to  it  ?  Not 
diredly,  but  very  indiredlly  indeed. 

**  Epiphanius,"  he  fays,  p.  45,  "  in  his  brief 
**  fummary  concerning  the  Elccfaites,  fays  they 
'^  held  nearly  the  fanne  opinion  in  all  things  with 
*'  the  Ebionitcs," — now  that  the  Elccfaites  be- 
lieyed  **  in  the  dcfccnt  of  a  divine  Chrift,  and 
his  union  with  the  humanity  of  Jefus,  is  proyed 
by  all  writers,  but  particularly  by  Thcodorer, 
who  fays  they  believe  that  there  is  one  unbegot^ 
ten  being,  and  him  they  call  the  maker  of  all 
things  s  yet  they  do  not  fay  that  Chrift  wasone, 
*•  but  that  there  was  one  above,  and  another  be- 
**  low,  and  that  he  had  formerly  dwelt  in  many 
"  perfons,  but  that  at  laft  he  defccnded.  Jcfus 
^^  alfo,  as  Elxai  fays  fometimes,  was  ex  deo  i  but  at 
other  times  he  calls  him  a  fpirit,  and  fometimes 
fays  that  a  virgin  was  his  mothers  in  other  writ- 
ings however,  not  even  this.  Again,  he  fays, 
<*  that  he  paffeth  into  other  bodies,  and  that  at 
"  every  time  he  appeared  differently." 

Thus  becaufe  fuch  a  writer  as  Epiphanius  fays 
that  the  Ebionites  agreed  nearly  in  all  things  with 
theElcefaites,  and  according  to  Theodoret/ifr^  be- 
lieved the  defcent  of  a  created Jpirit  called  Chrift,into 
Jefus,  the  Ebionites  believed  the  divinity  of  Chrift. 
Many  things  are  wanting  to  make  this  a  good  fyllo- 
gifm.  I  (hall  not  even  take  the  trouble  to  point  them 
out.  That  the  Chrift  of  the  Elcefaites  was  not  god 
is  evident}  from  his  fuppofed  tranfmigrations. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Howes  fuppofes,  p.  30,  that  both  Epipha- 
nius  and  Tcrtullian  borrowed  their  account  of  the 
Ebionites  from  Juftin  Martyr*s.loft  treatije  againjl 
Heretics.  But  there  is  not  ihc  leaft  probability  in 
the  conjefturf .  It  is  impoffible  to  read  the  two 
remarkable  paflages  in  virhich  Juftin  givc5  an  ac- 
count of  herefies  (fee  rtiy  Hiftoryy  vol.  i.  p.  270) 
Urithout  being  fatisfied  that,  in  his  idea,  the  Goof- 
tks  were  the  only  heretics.  Of  the  Unitarians  he 
fpcaks  with  refped,  and  even  apologizes  to  them 
for  dif&ring  from  them* 

A  circumftance  of  extreme  improbablity  in 
Mr.  Howes's  fcheme,  fufRcicntof  itfcif  to  explode 
it,  is  that  all  the  difference  between  the  Ebibni res 
and  the  orthodox  was  the  time  in  which  the  union 
between  the  divine  and  human  nature  in  Chriit 
took  place;  the  orthodox  faying  it  was  at  the 
conception  of  Jcfus,  and  the  Ebionites  at  his  bap* 
tifm.  For  he  fays  nothing  of  any  difference  be- 
tween them  with  rcfpeft  to  his  ftrange  notion  of 
the  kind,  or  degree  of  divinity.  But  can  any  perlbn 
ferioufly  believe  that  fo  fmall  a  difference  as  this 
.  could  have  been  the  occafion  of  fo  much  animo- 
fity  as  the  orthodox  (hewed  towards  the  Ebionites  f 
If  the  only  difference  had  been  the  circumftance  of 
iimty  this  would  have  been  principally  infiftcd  upon 
in  their  cenfuresj  as,  if  the  point  of  difference  had 
been  the  degree  of  drrinityy  the  degree  would  have 
been  infifted  upon,  and  noidivimty,  or  no  divimty^ 
which  is  always  the  cafe. 
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Mr.  Howes  thought  it  of  fomCi  cooA^queice  to 
fix  the  drigin  of  the  £bk>nite%  ^whonik  I  have  fup^ 
poied  to  be  coeval  with  the  apqftlM*  Qn  the 
contrary,  Mr.  Howes  fays,  p.  58. ;  /f  We  find  no 
'^  certain  proof  of  the  exiftence  q(  any  Ebiookcs 
^*  before  98.  It  is  the  time  when  the  Fathers 
*'  fuppofe  John  to  have  written  his  gofpel,  which 

**  determines  the  date  of  the  rife  both  of  the 
^  Ebionites  and  the  Nazarcnea,  as  fe&ariea." 

To  prove  that  the  Ebionitea  were  fuUeqaent 
to  Aquila  and  Theodotion,  Mr.  Howes  quotei 
Irensus,  p.  ^6^  who,  after  citiag  their  intcrpre- 
Ution  of  a  Hebrew  word,  fays,  quoj/ecHtlEUonit^ 
ix  Jojefbo  eum  gent  turn  dicunt^  1. » 

This  argunient  is  curious,  as  it  is  evidenmhgt 
all  that  Irenacus  meant,  was  that  the  Ebi^MOQl 
agreed  with  Aquila  and  Theodotipn  (wlio  were, 
iti  fiid  of  their  own  body,  and  therefore  coulrl»ac 
be  prior  to  them)  in  the  interpretatton.  of  the 
word  in  queftion.  According  to  Jerom  (See  ysAi 
ill.  p.  27.6)  Theodotioji  was  an  Ebionite,  and  csr^^ 
tainly  not  the  firft  of  the  fed*  So  alfo  was.Synl-^ 
machus,  who  was  cotemporary  with  J^uftin  Mbv* 
tyr.  Befides  Eufebius  lays.  rol.  iii.  p.  163,  thai 
^*  the  denomination  of  Ebionites  was  ghoen  by  the 
"  firft  heralds  of  our  Saviour,"  which  certainly 
cauies  them  to  the  age  of  the  apoftks. 

The  late  date  of  John's  ^peU  wkich  Mr. 
Howes  (ays  tke  chriftiaa  Fathers   fuppofird^   is 

greatly 
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^^  with  another  curious  fpecimen  of  romance^  in 
^^  his  late  Hiftory  of  Early  Opinions  concerning  Cbrift, 
^^  in  regard  to  Plotinus  being  made  by  him  to 
^^  inftruft  the  (irfl:  chriftian  Fathers  in  the  Plato- 
^^  nic  catechifm,  a  whole  century  before  Plotinus 
"  was  born." 

This>  Gentlemen,  it  gives  me  real  concern  to 
fay,  is  nothing  lefs  then  an  abfolute  falfebood^  both 
in  words  and  fenfc.  It  is  even  deftituie  of  all 
colour  of  truth.  From  reading  what  Mr.  Howes 
fo  confidently  affcrts, '  you  would  unavoidably 
conclude  that  I  had  reprefented  the  chriftian 
Fathers  as  quoting  Plotinus,  or  borrowing  fomc- 
thing  that  came  from  bim^  which  however  is  by 
no  means  true.  Mr.  Howes  quotes  no  paflage  in 
my  Hijlory  in  proof  of  his  aflertion;  but  you  may 
look  it  through ;  and  I  am  confident  you  will  find 
no  fuch  thing,  nor  any  thing  from  which  it  can  be 
inferred.  As  what  Mr.  Howes  advances  on  this 
fubjeft  is  not  very  long,  I  fhall  copy  the  whole  of 
it  from  p.  127,  &c. 

*'  Dr.  Pricftley  fuggefts  in  his  Hiftory  of  Chrif- 
*^  tian  opinions,  vol.  i.  in  proof  of  the  chriftian 
philofophers  about  the  time  of  Juftin  having 
firft  expelled  humanifm,  and  introduced  the 
doftrine  of  Chrift's  divinity,  that  they  had  bor- 
rowed their  notions  of  the  Trinity  from  the  later 
Platonifts,  as  they  are  commonly  called.  Now 
^'  Plotinus  was  the  oldeft  of  thefe  later  Platonift8> 
^'  and  he  was  not  born  until  after  the  year  200 1^ 
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*'  how  then  could  Juftin,  about  the  year  140^  bor- 
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row  any  thing  from  the  later  Platonifts.  Yet 
not  fatisHed  with  fuggefting  this  monftrous  ana- 
^*  chronifm,  both  by  his  arrangement,  and  ex- 
*•  preffions  in  the  body  of  his  new  hiftory,  in  fuch 
^*  a  manner  as  muft  necefTarily  lead  his  readers 
*•  into  an  error  concerning  the  poffibility  of  the 
^  fadl ;  Dn  Prieftley  has  taken  care  moreover  to 
"  confirm  them  in  this  error  in  his  biographical 
^^ chart  prefixed  to  his  firfl:  volume:  for  behold 
<'  there  Plotinus  is  placed  as  being  born  foon 
<«  after  the  ye-ir  100,  and  a  little  before  Juftin 
««  Martyr,  fo  as  to  make  him  old  enough  to 
*«  teach  the  Platonic  catechifm  to  Juftin;  where- 
« as,  in  reality,  Juftin  was  long  dead  before 
«♦  the  birth  of  Plotinus,  who  did  not  flourifli  until 
**  about  the  year  240;  therefore  a  whole  cen* 
"  tury  later  than  where  Dr.  Prieftley  has  placed 
**  him  in  his  chart.  What  dependence  then  can 
"  be  placed  on  the  expofitions  of  fcripture,  or  the 
"aflcrtions  in  hiftory,  by  thole  who  can  thus 
"  make  dead  chriftians  to  be  inftrufted  by  pro- 
**  phanc  phiiofophcrs,  who  were  not  born  until  20 
•*  or  50  years  after  the  death  of  their  pretended 
"  fcholars  ?" 

Now,  fo  far  have  I  been  from  faying  that  Juf- 
tin Mareyr,  or  any  of  the  chriftian  Fathers,  quoted 
Plotinus,  that  I  no  where  fay  that  they  adopted 
the  principles  of  any  of  the  later  Platomftsj  but  of 
Platonifm  in  general.  Examine  all  my  quotations, 
and  you  will  find  that  they  refer  to  Plato  only.    If 

H  1  any 


loo  LETTERS    TO    THE 

any  thing  chat  I  have  faid  fhould  imply  more>  if 
IS  a  cafual  overGght. 

If  I  bad  faid  that  the  chriftian  Fathers  adopts 
cd  any  principles  of  the  later  PlatonifiSf  as  dif' 
ferent  from  chofc  of  Plato  himfelf,  there  would 
have  been  no  anachronifm  in  it.  I  (hould  only 
have  reprefcnted  them  as  adopting  the  principles 
of  the  fchool,  which  principles  I  flicw  txi  have 
exifted  by  mc^ans  of  the  writings  of  the  later  Pla- 
tonifts.  With  the  fame  colour  of  troth  Mr. 
Howes  might  have  faid  that  I  h:d  made  JulHn 
Martyr  the  fcholar  of  Jamblicus,  Julian,  or  even 
Proclus,  who  lived  in  the  year  600.  For  I  quote 
them  as  much  as  I  do  Plotinus,  and  for  the  fame 
purpofc,  viz.  to  afccrtain  what  Vrcrc  the  doctrines 
of  iheir  fchool. 

If  Mr.  Howes  meant  to  afTert  that  Plotinus 
was  the  founder  of  the  feft  of  later  Platonifts^ 
which  is  the  only  fenfc  in  which  his  calling  him  the 
oldeft  can  be  to  his  purpofe,  it  is  notorioufly  falfe. 
He  himfelf  quotes  Petavius,  as  faying  that  **  Flo- 
"  linus  was  the  fcholar  of  Ammonius/'  and  in  the 
fame  j  lace  lie  quotes  without  cenfure  my  faying 
that  "  thofe  who  ^re  ufually  called  the  later  Pla- 
tonifts  were  thofe  philofophers,  chiefly  of  Alex- 
andria, who  a  little  before  and  after  the  com- 
*^  iViv^ncement  of  the  chriftian  asra,  adopted  the 
"  ge!K*ra!  principles  of  Plato/'  If  then  the  fchool, 
and  Its  ten'.rts,  cxilted  ht(ox tt\\zcbri ft ian  ^er a  \  what 
anachronifm  is  thcie  in  makin?  the  chriftian  Fa- 
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thcrs  borrow  from  it.  Does  not  Philo  appear  to 
have  imbibed  the  principles  of  this  fchool,  as  much 
as  any  of  the  chriftian  Fathers  ?  Did  they  not 
therefore  exifl  long  before  Plocinus  ? 

Mr.  Howes  fays  I  have  fuggefted  this  mon- 
ftrous  anachronifm   '*  both  by  my  arrangement, 
**  and  my  expreflions,  in  the  body  of  my  hiftory,'* 
which  is  abfolutcly  falfe.     For  in  the  book  itfelf, 
as  you  will  fee,  vol.  iv.  p.  353, 1  give  the  age  of 
Plotinus  right,  faying  that  he  died  in  270  aged  66 ; 
thou^,  by  fome  accident,  perhaps  the  miftake  of 
the  engraver,  the  name  is  pLiced  in  the  Chart, 
juft  a  century  wrong 5  which,  if  I  were  to  explain 
10  you  the  mechanical  method  of  drawing  fuch 
charts,  I  could  fatisfy  you  was  the  eafieft  of  all 
miftakes.     In  my  large  Cbari  of  Biography ,  which 
{  could  not  mean  to  depart  from,  but  really, 
thought  I  had  copied,  Plotinus  is  placed  where  he 
^ould  be. 

Thus,  Gentlemen,  can  a  man,  who  profeflcs  to 
difclaim  all  the  arts  of  coniroverjy^  write.  I  could 
not  have  imagined  that  any  <}:er(bn  could  have 
fufpedted  another  of  attempting  fuch  an  impofition 
as  Mr.  Howes  charges  me  with  putting  on  the 
public,  an  impofition,  that  a  fchool  boy  might 
have  detefted  and  expofed,  as  well  as  Mr,  Howes. 
J  ought,  however,  to  except  Dr.  Horfley  who 
charged  me  with  wilfully  falfifying  the  common 
Englilh  tranflationof  theNcwTeftament.  I  fhould 
blulh,  and  retire  for  ever  from  the  fight  or  converfc 
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of  fcholars,  if  I  had  been  conviftcd  of  fuch  a 
piece  of  mifcrablc  chicanery  as  this  of  Mr.  Howes. 
Thcfe  are  the  boafted  champions  of  modern  or- 
thodoxy. Had  any  Unitarian  endeavoured  to 
take  fuch  an  advantage  of  his  opponent  in  contro- 
verfy,  I  ftiould  have  thought  it  neceflary  to  difclaim 
all  connexion  with  him.  Let  us  fee  how  Dr. 
Home,  and  others,  advocates  for  the  doftrine  of 
the  Trinity,  will  aft  on  this  occafion.  How 
different  from  this  conduft  of  Mr.  Howes  is  that 
of  Dr.  Geddes.  If  1  fhould  be  obliged  to  fur- 
render  at  difcretion,  it  would  be  a  pleafure  to 
give  my  fword  to  fo  generous  an  adverfary. 

Two  inconfiderable  miftakcs  Mr.  Howes  has 
obferved  in  my  Hijiory,  which  I  fhall  correft,  and 
which  I  Ihould  have  acknowledged  with  gratitude, 
if  there  had  been  any  appearance  of  gcnerofity 
or  candour  in  the  intimation.  I  had  rendered 
pli>jj^ov  abi.minable  rites y  whereas  Mr.  Howes,  with 
great  probability,  conjeftures,  p.  73,  that  it  means 
the  abominaticn  with  which,  according  to  Epi- 
phanius,  the  Ebionitcs  held  other  people.  He 
alfo  juftly  obfcrves  that  I  had  no  foundation  for 
faying  that  the  word  Ebion  (and  not  Ebionite)  was 
not  mentioned  by  TcrcuUian. 

I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER      V. 

Several  grofs  Miftakes  of  Mr.  Hemes,  with  reJpeQ 
to  the  Tenets  of  ancient  Seffs, 

MR.  Howes,  undertaking  to  corredt  my  mif- 
takes, fhould  have  been  careful  to  make 
none  of  his  own :  and  yet  I  will  venture  to  fay 
that,  excepting,  and  hardly  excepting,  Dr.  Horf- 
ley,  there  is  no  example  of  any  perfo^  in  modern 
times  having  made  fuch  grofs  blunders  as  he  has 
done,  in  his  account  of  the  tenets  of  ancient  fc£ls ; 
confounding  the  opinions  of  the  Gnpftics  with 
thofc  of  the  Ebionites,  both  of  them  with  thofe 
of  the  Arian3,  and  indeed  all  three  with  the 
orthodox,  as  all  holding  the  divinity  of  Chrift; 
though  po  fchemes  can  be  more  clearly  marked 
as  diftinA,  by  all  who  have  treated  of  them.  He 
might  as  well  have  confounded  them  all  with 
Judaifm,  or  Paganifm  idclf. 

'Only  read  the  following  paragraphs,  and  then 
judge  whether  Mr.  Howes  or  myfclf  have  travelled 
molt  in  Utopia^  or  have  dealt  moft  in  romance. 
After  afferting,  p.33,  that,  acqordingtoEpiphanius^ 
the  opinion  of  the  Ebionites  was,  that  ^^  it  was  not 
''  Jcfus,  a  mers  man,  who  was  the  Chrifl^  but 

H  4  «*  fomc 


104  1  E  TTE  R.5    T  O    T  H  B 

**  fome  fupcrior  being,  of  a  divine  nature>  or  of 
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"  an  intermediate  nature  between  divinity  and 
humanity,"  he  ndds,  "  this  was  alfo  the  chief 
principle  of  the  Arians,  only  with  fome  vari- 
ations in  other  refpefts.  How  then  can  Dr. 
"  Prieftley  affert  that  the  chief  principle  of  Aria- 
**  nifm  was  not  ancient  among  the  chriftian  fec- 
**  taries.  Arianifm  was,  in  faft,  but  a  varied 
copy  of  Gnofticifm  and  Ebicnitifm.  It  bor- 
rowed their  chief  principle  of  a  created  Chrift, 
and  only  accommodated  it  a  little  more  to  the 
mode  of  orthodoxy,  by  fuppofing  that  the  crc- 
•*  ated  Chrift,  of  an  intermediate  nature,  to  have 
'*  been  united  to  humanity  at  the  miraculous  con- 
**  ception  of  Mary,  inftead  of  a  miraculous  union 
•'  to  the  humanity  of  Jefus  at  baptifm.  Paulus 
"of  Samofata  varied  ihis  dodrine  a  little  more 
"  ftiil,  and  only  a  little,  by  fuppofing,  that  the 
*'  divine  Chrift,  inftead  of  being  created  before 
"  the  creation,  was  firft  created  by  God,  out  of 
*^  his  unmanifefted  logos,  at  the  conception  of 
^"Mary;  fo  that  Paulus  was  in  faft  as  much  a 
"  believer  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift  as  the  Ebionitcs' 
**  and  Arians/' 

Let  Mr.  Howes  produce  any  Arian,  ancient  or 
Ikiodern,  who  will  fay  that  he  believes  in  the  divinity 
p/  Chrift ;  and  that  this  divine  Chrift  Ihould  have 
^htttk  inated^  is  a  moft  palpable  contradiftion. 
Hb  Yays  that  the  Arians  fuppofcd  their  created 
CMfty  of  an  intermediate  nature^  to  have  been 
uhitt^  1^  Hmanity.    Now  in  humanity  was  always 
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fuppofed  ta  be  included  all  that  is  ejfensial  to  man^ 
Cbe  foul^  as  well  as  the  iody.  But  no  Arian  ever 
held  that  Chrifl  had  a  human  foul.  According  to 
them  the  created  logos  occupied  the  place  of  one. 

In  my  detail  of  the  principles  of  the  Gooftics 
gnd  thofe  of  the  Arians,  you  will  find  that,  in  one 
rcfped:,  they  did  refcmble  each  other,  though  the 
latter  were  far  from  copying  the  former.  Thofe 
Gnoftics  who  held  that  Jefus  had  a  real  human 
body  belijeved  that  he  had  alfo  a  human  foul.  For 
according  to  them,  he  was,  in  all  refpefts,  like 
another  man  till  his  baptifm  -,  but  they  faid  that  a 
fuperangclic  fpirir,  or  the  Chrift^  then  came  into 
him.  1  he  orthodox  Fathers  alfo  afTerced  two  intel* 
ligent  principles  in  Chrift,  the  human  foul,  and  the 
uncreated  logos ;  whereas  the  Arians,  retaining  the 
doctrine  of  the  logos  (not  the  Chrtft  of  the  Gnoftics) 
fuppofed  it  to  have  httn  created^  not  uncreated. 
But  then  they  found  it  unnecefTary  to  retain  the 
human  foul  -,  it  being  juftly  deemed  abfurd  that 
two  created  intelligent  principles  Ihould  be  in  one 
perfon. 

What  Mr.  Howes  here  aflcrts  of  Paul  of  Samofata 
is,  1  will  venture  to  affert,  a  ftrange  and  abfurd 
fabrication  of  his  own»  for  which,  to  adopt  his  own 
language,  I  d:fy  him  to  produce  any  authority, 
ancient  or  modern.  That  Paul  was  as  much  a 
believer  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift  as  the  Ebionites 
or  Gnoftics  is  certain,  becaufe  none  of  them 
believed  in  it  s    but  that  the  divine  Chrift  was  firft 
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**  created  by  God  out  of  his  unmanifcftcd  logos," 
is  a  notion  that  mud  have  been  utterly  incompre- 
henfible  to  this  Paul,  or  to  any  man  who  endea- 
vours to  affix  ideas  to  words. 

Similar  to  this  extravagance  are  the  following 
curious  aflenions  of  Mr.  Howes,  p.  109.  **  The 
**  Ebionites  were  the  mere  fpawn  of  the  Cerin- 
'^  thians,  and  the  very  dregs  of  abfurdity  and  fuper* 
^'  ftition ;  juft  as  the  modern  humanifts  are  the 
^'  humble  imitators  of  the  pretended  philolbpbical 
*^  Gnoftics  in  general," 


What  there  is  in  common  between  the  modem 
Unitarians  and  the  Gnoftics,  Mr.  Howes  ihould 
have  fpecificd.  According  to  him  the  Gnoftics 
were  believers  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  whereas  we 
difciaim  ih4t  notion,  in  every  fenfe  of  the  word. 
Ic  is  the  very  c^ufe  pf  the  great  indignation  againft 
us  that  we  do  fo.  According  to  all  antiquity,  the 
Gnoftics  btlieved  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift,  and 
that  he  was  of  a  nature  fuperior  to  that  of  man, 
which  ic  is  known  we  difciaim.  Mr.  Howes  him- 
fclf  will  hardly  fay  that  we  believe,  with  the  Gnof- 
tics, that  the  world  was  not  made  by  the  fupreme 
Being,  but  by  a  fubordinate  evil  agent,  or  that 
this  evil  agent  gave  the  law  of  Mofes.  In  what 
then  do  we  rcfemble  them  ? 

When  I  read  thefe  ftrange  affertions  of  Mr. 
Howes,  and  his  opinion,  p.  117,  that  '*  the  popular 
"  theology  of  the  Jews  is  xo  be  found  in  PWlo," 
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I  fanqr  tnyfelf  to  be  in  a  new  world  of  antiquicf, 
and  that  fome  Pere  Hardouin  has  recompofed  all ' 
thechriftian  Fathers,  and  all  the  otherbooks  relating 
to  ecclefiaftical  hiftory  that  I  ha^e  ever  read,  or^ 
heard  quoted  before.  When  you  read  this,  j  udge, 
gentlemen,  whether  the  **  new  heavens  and  pew 
*•  earth  for  chriftian  men"  (of  which  Mr.  Howes 
ipeaks,  p.  2,  as  created  by  me)  be  found  in  my 
writings  or  in  his. 

Among  Mr.  Howes's  other  miftakes  concerning 
the  Arians,  he  does  not,  however,  maintain  with 
Dr.  Horfley,  that  there  is  no  difference  between 
/i&ttVdoftrine,  and  the  orthodox  dodrine  of  thtper- 
fcnification  of  the  logos.  He  alfo  admits  the  veracity 
of  Origenj  and  fo  far  from  contending  that  there 
was  a  church  of  orthodox  Jewilh  chriftians,  at  Je- 
rufalcm  after  the  time  of  Adrian,  he  finds,  p.  90, 
that  th.re  was  but  a  very  fmall  one  before  that  time. 

By  Mr.  Howes*s  quoting  the  Cardites^  p.  35, 
^*  becaufc  they  cannot  be  fuppoftd  to  be  infefted 
**  with  the  noiions  of  more  modern  rabbinical  Jews, 
**  but  rather  to  tell  us  the  true  opinion  of  the 
**  original  Jews,'*  I  am  willing  to  hope  that  he  docs 
not  now  lay  the  ftrefs  that  he  did  before  on  the 
writings  of  the  Cabbalijis^  in  proving  that  the  Jews 
were  always  Trinitarians,  and  expedted  the  fecond 
pcrfon  of  it  in  their  Mefliah  ,  a  notion  which  none 
of  the  chriftian  Fathers  could  find  among  them; 
though  they  would,  no  doubt,  have  been  as  glad 
to  catch  at  it  as  Dr.  Allix,  Mr.  Howes,  or  Mr. 
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Parkhurfi:.  Mr.  Howes,  however,  iexpreSes  his 
approbation,  p.  112,  of  Mr.  Parkhurft's  late  pub- 
lication againft  me^  in  which  he  endeavours  to  prove 
the  dodrine  of  the  Trinity  from  the  form  of  the 
word  elobim.  I  can  have  no  objedion  to  Mr. 
Howes,  Dr.  Horfley,  and  Mr.  Par khurft  continuing 
to  admire  one  another,  but  they  would  do  better 
for  their  caufe,  if  they  could  agree  a  little  more 
than  they  do,  in  the  principles  on  which  they  de* 
fend  it. 


Mr.  Madan  alfo  joins  Mr.  Parkhurft  in  urging 
the  argument  from  elobim.  But  Dr.  Croft,  in  his 
Bampton  Ledures,  difapproves  of  it,  ^^  Perhaps 
**  too  much  ftrefs,**  he  fays,  p.  64,  **  is  laid  upon 
^^  the  expreffion.  Let  us  make  man  in  our  image. 
^^  The  plural  is  frequently  applied  to  one  only,  and 
^*  the  language  of  confultation  is  evidently  ufed  in 
*^  condefcenlion  to  human  infirmity.  It  may  be 
*•  dangerous,**  he  adds,  "  to  reft  an  article  of  feiih 
**  upon  that  which  may  be  a  mere  idiom.'* 


I  am,  &c« 


LETTER 
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Offeveral  Publications  of  lejs  Note^  and  among  tbem 

Mr.  Madan^s. 


Gentlemen, 

T  Cannot  pretend  to  notice  every  thing  that  has 
been  addreffed  to  me  on  the  fubjtdl  of  this  con- 
troverfy.  The  t  rafts  to  which  I  have  not  parti- 
cularly replied  are  of  two  characters,  fome  being 
written  in  the  way  of  humour,  and  the  reft  of /»- 
nfeBive,  of  the  moft  virulent  kind  i  whereas  the 
only  thing  that  is  really  wanting  is  {cT\Q\i%argumem. 
Excepting  one  of  the  publications  of  Mr.  Whita* 
ker*,  who  will  find  hicnfelf  fufficicntly  anfwercd  in 
my  Letters  to  Dr.  GeddeSy  every  thing  I  have  feen 
of  the  argumentative  kind  relates  to  the  dodrine 
of  the  fcriptures  j  with  refpeft  to  which  fo  much 
has  been  advanced  by  myfelf  and  others,  that  I 
think  it  unncceffary  to  fay  any  thing  farther.  In 
this  we  are,  as  it  were,  come  to  iffue,  and  the 
public  mult  determine  between  us.     It  is  to  the 

*  I  would  recommend  to  Mr.  Whitaker  the  perufal  of  Mr. 
Wlche's  Ohfer*vations  on  the  debate  no*w  in  agitation  coweeming  the 
S^ine  unity,  in  a  letter  to  himfelf,  as  containing  many  things 
deferving  of  his  confideration,  as  well  as  that  of  all  who  giro 
anjr  attention  to  this  controverfy*  and  written  with  a  truly 
chriliian  fpirit, 

argument 
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lar  modes  of  thinking  and  reafoning.  Was  it  not 
highly  honourable  in  Dr.  Whitby,  at  a  late  period 
of  a  life  devoted  to  ftudy,  and  after  having  re- 
peatedly defended  the  doftrinc  of  the  Trinity,  to 
declare  himfelf  an  Arian,  and  to  defend  that  opi-^ 
nion  in  his  Laft  Thoughts  ?  Equally  honourable 
was  the  change  of  opinion  of  the  late  excellent 
Bifhop  of  Carlifle,  who  from  being  an  Arian  be- 
came a  Socinian,  and  in  the  laft  edition  of  his 
Conjiderations^  &c.  carefully  expunged  every  paf- 
fage  that  had  exprefTed  his  belief  of  the  pre-exift- 
ence  of  Chrift.  Let  me  clafs  wiih  fuch  men  as 
thefe,  and  not  with  thofe  who  are  determined  to 
hold  their  prcfent  opinions,  whatever  they  be,  at 
all  events,  and  who  (hut  their  ears  to  all  con- 
viftion ;  for  fuch  muft  be  all  thofc  who  cenfurc 
my  conduct. 

Another  of  my  opponents  (but  I  am  not  now 
able  to  fay  which)  ridiculing  the  Bifhop  of 
Landaflfs  truly  ufcful  publication  for  the  ufe  of 
young  clergymen,  amufes  himfelf  with  the  idea 
of  the  perplexity  of  a  Welch  curate,  who  fhould 
not  be  able  to  tell  which  fchcme  of  faith,  con- 
tained in  that  work,  he  (hould  adopt ;  not  con- 
fidering,  or  perhaps  not  knowing,  that  the  chief 
ufe  of  reading  is  to  make  men  tbink^  and  form 
fyllems  for  themfelves ;  and  that  every  perfon  of- 
ficiating as  a  chriftian  minifter,  whether  refiding 
in  Wales  or  elfewhere,  may  reafonably  be  fup- 
pofed  to  do  this.  Perhaps  this  acute  reafoner 
would  find  a  difference  between  treatifcs  bound 

up 
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up  together^  uniformly  printed^  and  publilhed  by 
the  fame  petfon,  and  fuch  as  are  publilhed  fepa- 
raccly.  Or  perhaps^  having  his  head  full  of  the 
idea  of  fubfcriptidn^  he  might  think  that  nothing 
is  to  be  read  that  is  not  alfo  to  ht^jubjcrtbed. 

Several  of  my  opponents,  as  well  as  Mr^  Howes, 
have  amufed  themfelvcs,  and  their  readers,  with 
the  letters,  &c.  I  have  lately  fubjoined  to  my 
name,  in  the  title  pages  of  fomc  of  my  publica- 
tions, under  the  idea,  as  Imuft  fuppofe,  of  their 
reflc£ting  fome  ridicule  upon  me,  though  they 
do  not  feem  to  *have  been  able  to  make  out  their 
meaning.  If  this  circumftance  be  any  difgrace 
to  me,  it  is  my  misfortune,  and  ihould  entitle  me 
to  their  compafllon,  as  it  was  not  of  my  feeking. 
None  of  them,  however,  refleft  any  diftionour  on 
either  of  our  Englifli  univcrfities. 

This  bufinefs  reminds  me  of  what  is  told  of  Dr. 
South,  who  being  Teflcfted  upon  by  Bifhop  Sher- 
lock, on  account  of  his  wit  (of  which  the  bifhop 
might  think  that  he  made  an  improper  ufc)  replied, 
that  *'  ic  might  have  pleafed  God  to  have  made  his 
*'  lordthip  a  wit."  Let  my  adverfaries  therefore 
fpare  me  on  this  fubjcft,  fince  it  might  have  hap- 
pened, that  their  names  (hould  have  had  the  fame 
appendages  with  mine. 

Some,  as  any  thing  is  eader  than  clofe  argu- 
mentation, have  even  amufed  themfelves  with. 

I  the 
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the  number  of  my  publicarions,  and  others  with 
my  moitcs ;  and  perhaps  they  may  find  fome  in- 
ftniftion  as  well  as  amufemeat  in  them. 

I  have  been  fometimes  amufed  with  what  has 

been  faid  of  ffr^/^lf,  and  my  opinions^  of  which 
fome,  who  have  addrefled  letters  to  me»  feem  to 
have  been  as  ignorant  as  tbey  have  been  of  my  titles* 
I  need  not  obferye  that  I  have  been  moft  unmerci- 
fully dripped  by  them  of  every  commendable  qua- 
lity of  mind^  natural  or  acquired,  and  of  every 
kind  of  literature  that  is  requifite  to  my  writing 
on  the  fubjedts  which  I  have  prefumed  to  difculs. 
But  it  is  my  pride  (rank  pride ^  and  haugbtinefs  of 
Joulj  as  the  poet  calls  it)  on  which  they  have  en* 
larged  the  moft.  No  man,  I  fuppofe,  can  pre-t 
fume  to  think  for  himlclf^  and  much  Icfs  to  teach 
others^  but  he  mult  be  proud. 

*'  It  is  unqueftionably  pride,"  fays  one  of  them 
to  you,  "  which  has  brought  on  your  prefump- 
^<  tuous  teacher  that  «»fAvi(,  that  blindnefs  and 
"  hardnefs  of  heart,  the  one  as  confequential  of 
**  the  other."  To  avoid  this  pride  you  can  da 
no  Icfs  than  implicitly  receive  what  your  teachers 
think  proper  to  prefcribe  to  you ;  and  perhaps, 
that  humility  way  have  iis  perfe3  worky  it  may  be 
advifeable  to  fign  the  following  form  prefcribcd 
by  a  proteftant  fynod  in  France,  "  I  receive  and 
"  approve,  all  tJiat  is  contained  in  this  confeffion 
"  of  faith,  and  promife  to  perfevere  thcre'm  to  my 

*•'  life's, 
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•^  life's  end  ;  and  never  ta  believe  or  teach  any 
'^  thing  not  conformable  to  it."  See  the  preface  to 
Jqrtia^s  Remarks  on  ecdefiaftical  hiftory,  voK  i. 
p.  17.  Indeed,  I  do  not  fee  that  any  thing  fhort 
of  this  will  fatisfy  your  tutors  that  your  creed  is  ab- 
fobitely  fixed ',  and  without  this  you  will  be  in  the 
iame  reproachful  fituation  with  myfclt 

This  gentleman  advifcs  the  Dean  of  Canter- 
bury to  have  nothing  more  to  fay  to  me,  and  he 
even  wUhes  that  I  may  never  fee  what  he  addreflea 
to  you,  "  becaufe  his  letter  was  written  without 
**-any  view  to  convert  me,  but  to  preferve  you/* 
But  if  this  had  been  his  objeft,  he  ihould  have 
circulated  his  Addrefs  in  the  univcrfitics  only,  and 
inot  have  advertifed  it  for  public  £ilc* 

As  to  my  religion^  it  is>  according  to  this  can- 
did writer,  "  without  a  fouK  without  a  bible 
**  (that  is  worth  your  attention)  without  a  church, 
•*  and  without  a  Saviour."  What  this  fentence 
wants  in  truth  and  fenfc,  it  makes  up  in  found« 

A  father,  more  careful  of  the  orthodoxy  than  of 
the  honefty  of  his  fon  Charles,  informs  him,  p. 
II,  that  all  good  and  wife  men  in  every  age 
•*  have  thought  it  their  duty  to  comply  with 
•*  the  eftabliftied  religion  of  their  country,  and 
■'  that  he  only  fubfcribes  the  thirty-nine  articles 

as  a  layman,  and  as  terms  of  peace,  and  com* 


«c 


"  munion/' 


I  2  According 
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According  to  thcfc  wife  maxims,  his  dear 
Charles  ought  to  be  a  pagan  with  pagans,  a  Ma- 
hometan  with  Mahometans,  and  a  chriftian  only 
with  chriftians  ;  that  is,  he  is  to  be  of  no  religion 
at  all  5  and  then,  indeed,  he  may  fubfcrtbe  any- 
thing. This  is  the  wifdom  that  is  afcribed  to  the 
vicar  of  Bray,  who,  in  all  the  revolutions  in  this 
country,  about  the  time  of  the  reformation,  like 
a  wife  and  good  many  was  contiftent  in  keeping 
his  preferment.  What  this  wife  father  meant  by 
fubfcribing  as  a  layman^  or  as  a  term  of  peace  and 
communion^  is  bcft  known  to  himfelf.  *  I  am  ut- 
terly unable  to  divine  it  -,  and  as  Lttle  would  it 
have  been  comprehended  by  thofe  who  framed 
thefe  articles,  who  certainly  meant  to  enforce  con- 
fent  in  matters  of  faith. 

The  fame  excellent  judge  of  this  controverfy 
who  fays,  p.  25,  that  he  is  "  no  bigot  to  ortho- 
"  doxy"  (in  which  I  verily  believe  he  fays  true) 
and  that  "  when  he  was  a  young  man  he  was  in- 
^'  clined  to  think  freely  on  thefe  fubgefts,  and  was 
*'  a  little  daggered  at  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinity/' 
fpeaks  of  the  opinion  of  Dr.  Clarke,  and  even 
that  of  Dr.  Price,  as  "  differing  from  orthodoxy 
*'  by  a  flight  diftinftion,"  whereas  he  fays  that  my 
opinions  (which  are  infinitely  nearer  to  thofe  of 
Dr.  Price  than  Dr,  Price's  are  to  the  ftandard  of 
orthodoxy)  "  approach  very  near  to  thofe  of 
"  Hobbcs  and  Spinoza,  in  their  athciftical  rcn- 
*•  dency/'  and  p.  9,   that  on  my  principles   I 

**  may 
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*^  may  as  well  give  up  the  belief  of  a  deity,  as 
"  that  of  the  Trinity/*  You  will  not,  I  hope, 
cxpc6t  from  me  a  ferious  confutation  of  fuch 
abfurd  calumny  as  this, 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER      VIL 

\Ofa  Letter  addrejfed  to  me  by  an  Under-Graduate. 

Gentlemen, 

THERE  is  another  publication  1  fliall  take 
more  particular  notice  of,  not  that  it  has 
more  of  real  plaufibility  in  it,  but  becaufe  it  has 
been  more  noticed  by  the  woild,  and  becaufe  it 
is  written  by  a  young  man,  an  Under-graduate  of 
Oxford,  perhaps  the  very  Charles  to  whom  the 
preceding  letter  is  addrefTed.  Indeed,  he  appears 
to  be  a  very  docile  youth.  The  oldeft  fello^v  of 
a  college  could  not  have  imbibed  his  father's 
maxims,  or  have  profited  more  by  the  fermons 
delivered  at  St.  Mary's,  than  he  has  done.  After 
learning  himfclf,  he  juftly  thinks  himfelf  fuffi- 
(iently  qualified  to  teach  others. 


13 
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So  perfe6U7  indifferent  is  this  well  tutored 
young  man  to  the  purfuit  of  truth,  that  he  ludi- 
croufly  reprefents  myfelf,  and  ail  who  are  engaged 
in  it,  p.  5,  zsjobn Gilpin,  and  tbi man 0i  Hughes^ s,^ 
and  himfelf  and  his  friends  as  unconcerned  ipec- 
tators,  (landing  aghaft  at  our  performances.  Two 
centuries  ago,  Luther  and  Melanfthbn,  Zuinglius 
and  Calvin,  were  the p^orm^j,  and  the  Catholics 
in  general  the  gaping  crowd. 

After  I  had  written  my  Letttr  to  Mr.  Piit^  I 
thought  I  had  gone  too  far  in  reprefenting  the 
Engliih  univerfites  as   ''ftagnant  waters,  oficn- 
*'  five  to  the  neighbourhood,"  and  really  meaot> 
to  make  a  public  retraAlon  of  it  1  but  1  fufpended 
this  defign,  when  I  perufed  this  leiier^  which  was 
read  with  applauding  avidity  by  many^  and  was 
never  cenfured,  as  it  ought  to  have  been,  by  the 
heads  of  the  Univerfity;  though  it  abounds  with 
fuch  maxims,  and  reafonings,  as  ought  to  be  re- 
probated as  nuifances  in  every  free  country,  or 
whv.TC  there  is  the  leaft  regard  to"  truth  and  inte- 
grity.    Fcr  your  inftruftion,  Gentlemen,  I  Ihall 
animadvert  upon  a  few  paflages  in  that  perform- 
ance, and  efpecially  on  thofe  in  which  the  author 
defends  your  fubfcription   to  the  thirty-nine  ar- 
ticles of  the  church  0^  England,  at  the  time  of 
matriculation  i    a    thing  ib    manifeftly   abfurd, 
that  the  very  mention  of  it  is  fufficient  toexpofe  it. 

"  To  make  an  oral  profeffion,  amounts,"  he 
fays,  p.  25,  "  to  the  fair,e  thing  with  fetting  our 

'^  hands 
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^^  bands  to  a  paper  which  coiHaias  it*  But  who, 
^^  ^m  the  beginning,  was  ever  sKinructed  into  the 
^'  cbriftian  church  without  6rft  hnvipg  rp^efqch 
«^  a  profeffion  ?'* 

But,  he  is  greatly  miftakep^  if  he  imagine  that 
any  perfons  were  admitted  to  the  profeffion  of 
chriftianityy  in  the  primitive  ages,  without  allbw^ 
ing  time  to  be  inftrufted  in  the  principles  of  ir, 
and  without  giving  fome  evidence  that  they  ikw 
reafon  for  making  the  profeffion,  Suppo&ng  that 
any  perfbn  had  corae  to  an  apoftk,  and  faid>  ^'  I  hear 
^^  you  teach  a  religion  which  is  called  the  chriftian. 
^' I  am  intirely  ignorant  of  it>  or  ofthereafons 
*^  by  which  it  is  fupported ;  but  if  you  will  pteafe 
^<  to  baptize  me,  I  may  learn  thefe  particulars  ^fter- 
^^  wards."  Do  you  think  that  any  apoftle  would  have 
baptized  fuch  a  perfon?  Did  not  the  chriftian 
church  in  the  early  ages  always  keep  perfons  a  con- 
fiderabie  time  in  the  clafs  of  caUcktanens,  in  which 
they  were  regularly  inftrufted  in  the  principles  of 
chriftianity,  before  they  were  admitted  to  baptifm. 

Now  is  any  thing  like  this  done  at  your  uoiver- 
(ities  ?  Do  the  perfons  who  admit  ftudencs^  and 
receive  their  fubfcriptions,  tell  them  that,  before 
they  dan  be  admitted  to  the  privileges  of  the  place, 
they  muft  (ignify  their  aflent  to  a  certain  number 
of  articles  of  faith,  and  that  it  behoves  them  to 
confider  whether  they  can  admit  them,  or  not  ? 
po  they  give  you  proper  Hmi  for  this  coi^den^ 
fion,  and  refufe  to  receive  your  fuMcnptioos 

1 4  *     unlefs 
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unlefs  you  can  give  an  account  of  the  articles  to 
be  fubfcribed,  iind  of  your  reafons  for  aflendng 
to  them  ?  Indeed,  I  fear  that  the  conduft  of  the 
heads  of  your  univerfides  is  very.  diiFerent  from 
that  of  any  minifters  in  the  chriftian  church  for  a 
long  period  of  time. 

This  young  gentleman  makes  another  objec- 
tion to  the  abolition  of  fubfcription  which  I 
fhould  never  have  thought  of,  when  he  fays,  p.  6* 
I  cannot  renounce  paganifm  and  embrace  chrif« 
tianity,  might  a  heathen  have  faid;  for  though 
^'  I  now  think  the  former  to  be  falfe,  and  the  lat- 
ter to  be  true,  I  will  not  pretend  to  fay  when 
my  creed  will  be  fixed.  I  may,  on  fanher  ex- 
amination, think  exaftly  the  rcverfe/*  With 
this,  thofe  who  receive  a  man's  prefent  confelfion 
of  faith  have  nothing  to  do.  The  apoftles  did 
not  ref  ufe  to  admit  a  perfon  to  baptifm  becaufe  he 
might  afterwards  apoftatize,  though  they  knew 
this  to  be  a  poITible  cafe,  becaufe  it  often  happened. 
When  you  fubfcribe  your  thirty-nine  articles, 
you  do  not,  I  imagine,  engage  never  to  think 
otherwife.  This  would  be  curious  indeed.  How- 
ever, not  having  been  educated  in  your.univer- 
fities,  I  may  be  ignorant  of  their  conftitution ; 
and  if  this  be  the  cafe,  ic  is  an  objection  to  you^ 
fubfcriptions  with  which  I  was  not  acquainted. 

Another  fentiment  in  his  letter  is  even  more 
•extraordinary  than  would  be  the  pra<5tice  of  fui- 
fcritingfor  life\  as  it  implies  a  degree  of  obfequi- 

pufncfsj 
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oufnefs,  and  abjeftnefs  of  mind,  at  which  I  ihould 
have  thought  that  the  fpirit  of  any  man,  and  cfpc- 
cially  that  of  a  young  man,  and  an  EngUIhmant 
iTiuft have  revolted.  "If"  fayshc,  p.  27,  **  the 
**  compilers  were  miftaken  in  an  article,  it  is  in- 
**  cumbent  on  our  governors,  when  convinced  of 
"  fuch  miftake,  to  alter  or  expunge  that  article." 
Nothing  then,  it  feems,  is  incumbent  on  yaurfeives. 
You  muft  receive  whatever  your  governors  are 
pleaft  d  to  prefcribej  and  Ihould  they  think  pro- 
per to  give  you  the  articles  of  a  Popifli,  a  Preiby- 
terian,  or  a  Mahometan  creed,  you  have  nothing 
to  do  but  to  fign  them.  You  do  not  even  claim  the 
liberty  of  expoftulating  with  your  governors. 
Every  thing  they  do  muft  be .  from  their  own 
motion. 

The  fame  fcrvile  dilpoStion  appears  in  another 
paflfage  of  his  letter,  p.  25,  "You  exhort  us  toaflb- 
**  ciate  and  pray  relief  from  fubfcription  to  the  arti- 
"  clcs  of  rhe  church  of  England.  Why?  that  we 
**  may  be  free  to  change  as  you  have  changed.  Bvit 
*'  Sir,  we  defire  not  to  do  fo."  That  is,  he  does 
not  wilh  to  have  the  power  of  changing,  not  even 
of  getting  riglu,  if  he  were  ever  fo  far  wrong. 
Here,  he  difcovers  plain  marks  of  the  chain,  which 
the  wolf  difcovtred  on  the  neck  of  the  well  fed 
dog  in  the  fable,  and  of  its  having  been  worn  a 
confiderable  time.  Let  me  range  at  large,  and 
have,  at  leaft,  the  power  of  going  where  I  pleafe, 
(hough  I  may  fometimes  go  where  1  ihould  not. 

For 
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For  the  fame  reafon  fbr^hich  this  Under*gra(hiale 
contemptuoufljr  reje6ts  his  religious  liberty^  fac 
"would  no  doubt  rejeft  civil  liberty  alfo$  and  I  fup- 
pofe  he^  would  be  equally  proud  of  both  his  cbaiaa. 

What  he  farther  fays  on  the  fubjed  oi4Utb§rityy 
(which  has  no  meaning  at  all,  if  it  do  not  mean  au- 
thority in  matters  in  religion,  or  receiving  a  creed 
impofed  by  others)  is  in  the  highefl:  degree  dif- 
graceful  in  any  place  of  liberal  education,  which 
ought  to  be  devoted  to  enquiry  after  truth,  and 
the  ufe  of  our  reafon  and  beft  judgment  in  the 
enquiry.  **  You  are  an  enemy,*'  he  fays,  p.  28, 
'^  to  auihority.  But  when  all  is  faid,  in  many  in- 
"  ftances  it  muft  take  place.  Some  things  wc 
^*  muft  at  firft  receive  on  the  authority  of  our  pa- 
**  rents,  others  en  that  of  our  tutors,  and  others 
*'  on  that  of  our  governors,  ecclefiaftical  and  civiL 
**  In  all,  or  any  of  thcfc,  it  is  poflible  we  may 
*'  afterwards  difcover  or  think  wc  difcover,  cr- 
*'  rors."  Indeed,  Gentlemen,  if  errors  fliould  not 
be  found,  or,  which  is  the  fame  thing  with  refpcft 
to  ourfelycs,  be  fufpojed  to  be  found,  in  a  creed 
confifting  6f  thirty-nine  complex  articles,  compofcd 
above  two  hundred  years  ago,  in  the  very  dawn  of 
the  reformation  from  popery,  by  perfohs  who  now 
exercife  their  own  reafon  on  the  fubjefl,  it  would 
be  very  extraordinary  indeed.  But  of  thefe  ac- 
knowledged errors,  and  the  confequence  of  requir- 
ing a  fubfcription  to  thenr,  this  Under- graduate 
nrrakesvery  ligljt, 

4  "  Wc 
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**  Wc  pity,"  he  adds,  p.  (i8,  "  with  all  our 
^^  hearts,  the  poor  old  gentleman  of  fixty,  who  la* 
*^  menced  with  fo  many  tears,  to  you  his  confefibr, 
f '  (having  perhaps  unfortunately  firft  taken  you  for 
^  his  tutor)  that  he  had  Ibbfcribcd  to  the  do6trinc 
^'  of  the  Trinity,  and  the  incarnation  of  tiie  fon  of 
**  God.     Inconvrniences  may  follow    in  every 
<f  foS^lc  cafe;  but  of  inconveniences  we  muft 
<*  chufe  the  leaft ;  and  it  is  better  that  a  few  indi-' 
*«  viduals  fuffer  temporal  lofs,  than  the  church 
^  (hould  profefs  no  faith,  through  fear  of  profcffing 
•*  a  falfe  one."    All  this,  you  cannot  deny,  might 
have  been  £iid,  and  even  with  more  plaufibility 
than  at  prefcnt,  before  the  reformation.     The  ad- 
▼erfaries  of  Luther  might  have  faid  to  him,  "  we 
^*  muft  have  a  creed,  and  this  creed  may  contain 
^  errors.     But  it  is  better  that  it  fhould  be  fo, 
^*  than  that  we  fhould  have  no  creed  at  all ;  and  as 
**  to  thofe  who  cannot  fubfcribc  to  it,  let  them 
«*  leave  the  church,  and  the  emoluments  of  it  to 
f*  thofe  who  can.'*     But  who  then.  Gentlemen, 
would  be  left  in  it.     Not  the  inquifitive,  or  the 
the  confcicntious,  but  as  many  of  the  unthinking, 
the  difhoneft,  and  unbelievers,  as  could  get  into 
it.     And  when  once  you  have  admitted  fuch  cha- 
rafters  as  thefe,  you  have  no  means  of  getting 
them  out.     They  will  promife  and  fubfcribe  any 
thing. 

The  maxim  that  "  authority  once  eftablifbed 
^f  muft  be  fiibmitted   to,"  which  is  Ihamelelsly 

avowed 
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avowed  by  Dr.  Balguy^  is  wonderfully  convenient 
for  this  writer's  purpofe.  It  may  be  compared  to 
a  coat  that  equally  fuits  heat  or  cold,  wet  or  dry^ 
and  will  carry  yoU  through  the  world.  For,  go 
where  you  will,  among  Papifts,  Mahometans,  or 
Pagans,  you  will  find  authority ;  and  to  this,  of 
whatever  kind  it  be,  and  in  what  manner .  Ibever 
it  has  been  eftabliftied,  this  tame  Under- graduate 
will  make  no  difiicuky  of  fubmicting. 

I  cannot  fufficiently  exprefs  my  indignation  ac 
fuch  profligate  maxims ;  and  I  muft  fay  that  the 
feminaries  in  which  they  are  taught  are  nothing 
Jefs  than  nuifances  in  a  free  country.  But  I  truQ; 
there  is  a  profpeft  of  better  things  even  in  Oxford. 
This  Under-graduatc,  however,  J  perceive,  has  no 
idea  of  any  other  chriftian  churches  than  fuch  as 
are  framed  on  fuch  maxims  as  thefe.  ^^  As  to  a 
"  church  without  any  confcffion,"  be  fays,  p,  27, 
'^  which  fhould  receive  into  its  bofom  all  the 
*^  different  fefts,  and  difcordant  opinions,  now  roamr 
^'  ing  about  the  world,  we  have  no  conceptioa  of 
*'  fuch  a  church ;  nor,  if  fuch  a  one  could  be 
*♦  framed,  or  when  framed  fubfift  for  a  twelve- 
•^  month,  do  we  dcfire  to  be  members  of  it  ?" 

In  this  cafe  then,  he  would  not  have  been  a 
member  of  the  church  that  was  cftablilhed  by  the 
apoftles.  For  they  required  nothing  befides  faith 
in  the  divine  miffion  of  Chrift,  as  the  term  of  com- 
munion with  them ;  and  this  is  the  only  article  pf 
faith  that  is  properly  effential  to  chriftianity.     This 

is 
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i%  the  maxim  of  Unitarian  churches,  which  have 
iubfifted  many  twelvemonths,  and  which,  I  doubt 
not».  will  fubfift  when  the  church  of  England,  as  b/ 
Jaw  eftablifhed,  (hall  be  forgotten. 

So  much  more  liberal  are  even  the  modern 
Catholics  than  this  Under-graduate  of  Oxford,  that  I 
lately  heard  a  mod  refpe&able  pried  of  that  com- 
munion fay,  that  he  would  have  nothing  in  any 
public  liturgy,  or  confeffion  of  faith,  but  what  all 
chriftians,  in  all  ages,  and  at  all  times,  could  agree 
in.  ^od  femper,  quod  uiique,  quod  ab  omnibus^ 
was  his  language ;  which  I  am  informed  was  aUb 
that  of  the  excellent  Hales  of  Eton,  a  member  of 
the  church  of  England.  Where,  Sir,  mud:  this 
Under-graduate  have  lived  to  have  got  fo  con- 
traced,  and  fo  dark  a  mind ;  when  the  funfliine  of 
liberality  has  reached  even  the  church  of  Rome  ? 
Muft  it  be  faid  that- the  very  laft  footfteps  of 
bigotry  fliall  be  in  Oxford. 

Before  he  can  be  authorized  to  pronounce,  as 
he  now  takes  upon  himfelf  to  do,  what  may^  and 
what  may  not  exift,  and  exift  with  advantage,  in  the 
world  ac  large,  he  muft  look  beyond  the  prccinCls 
of  your  Univcrfity.  A  man  who  has  never  feen 
or  heard  of  any  animals  befidcs  thofe  of  England, 
would  fay  that  the  elephant  and  rhinoceros  were 
mere  chimeras. 

Go  upon  the  continent,  and  you  will  fee  what 
you  cannot  in  England,  many  Catholic  and  many 

Protcftant 
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Proceftant'  ftates,  admicting  to  offices  of  the  lughcft 
truft  and  power,  perfons  of  all  religioos  itodilcnBii- 
nately.  And  go  co  North  America,  you  will  fee  a  large 
country,  of  greater  extent  than  the  whole  of  Europe^ 
in  many  parts  of  which  there  is  a  ftrong  general 
fenfe  of  reiigion,  without  the  civil  eftabliihment  of 
any  particular  mode  of  it ;  and  yet  the  people  live 
at  peace,  and  in  good  harmony  with  one  another. 
Thefe  things  are  deemed  impoffibie  at  Oxford^  but 
they  are  realized  in  the  world. 

As  to  the  many  particular  opinions  of  which  dus 
writer  lightly, very  lightly  indeed,  defcants,  I  (hall  not 
enter  into  them  in  this  letter  to  you  (it  being  evident 
that  he  has  not  yet  read  my  Difjuifttions  on  Matter 
and  Spirit^  which  he  takes  upon  htm  to  cenfiire, 
and  acknowledges,  p.  29,  he  had  not  read  Mr^, 
Undfey's  Sequel  any  farther  than  p.  87)  but  I  hold 
myfelf  ready  to  difcufs  them  with  ooore  able  oppo* 
nencs.     That  the  genuine  ienfe  of  fcripturc,  and  the 
general  tenor  of  ic,  are  clearly*  in  favour  of  what  I 
have  advanced,  I  have  no  doubt }  and  as  to  the 
principal  of  them,  on  which  every  thing  elfc-  of 
confequence  depends,  1  am  now,  in  my  Hijiory  of 
early  Opinions  concerning  Chrifty  earncftly  calling 
upon  his  fuperiors,  fuch  as  Dr.  Home,  Mr.  White, 
and  Mr.  Howes,  to  prove  the  exiftence  of  that 
doftrine  which  he  holds  fo  facrcd,  in  the  three  firft 
centuries  of  chriltianity ;  a  period  in  which  there  i& 
ho  want  of  records,  to  prove  what  were  the  opinions 
of  both  the  leatned,  and  the  unlearned.    The  evi- 
dence which  I  have  produced,  that  the  chriftiari 

church 
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church  was  originally  Unitarian,  has  now  been 
Jbme  time  before  the  world,  and  it  challenges  the 
moft  rigorous  esamination  of  his  mafters. 

This  Under-graduate  ironically  thanks  me,  p.  45, 
for  "  my  compliment  to  your  Univerfities,  as  rc- 
^'  fembling  pools  of  ftagnanc  waters,  fecured  by 
^  dams  and  mounds,  and  oSenfive  to  the  neigh- 
**  bourhood.''  If  you  would  wipe  away  the  re- 
proach, make  a  proper  outlet  for  your  ftagnant 
water;  let  learning  flow  at  Oxford  as  freely  as  the 
Ifis  in  its  neighbourhood;  and  adtnit  not  only  any 
native  of  Great-Britain,  but  any  inhabitant  of  the 
world,  to  enjoy  the  advantages  of  it,  unfettered  by 
your  illiberal  fubfcriptions.  When  I  am  aflced,  as 
I  often  am,  by  foreigners,  at  which  of  our  Uni- 
verfities I  was  educated,  and  am  obliged  to  fay  in 
reply,  that  at  neither  of  them  would  myfelf,  or 
any  fon  of  mine,  be  admitted  to  ftudy,  I  blufh  for 
you,  and  for  my  country.  You  ought  to  blulh 
for  yourfclves.  When  I  was  lately  at  Oxford, 
and  was  ftruck  beyond  my  expedtation  with  the 
noble  advantages  for  ftudy  of  which  you  are  pof- 
felled,  I  could  not  help  faying  with  Horace,  Cur 
^g(t  indigus  quifque,  iff  diviie  ?  A  profeflTor  in  the 
Univcrfity  of  Cracow,  who  lately  vifited  me,  and 
who  had  come  through  Oxford  in  his  way  to  Bir- 
mingham, told  me  he  was  abfolutely  aftoniftied  to 
find  that  fuch  a  feminary  as  that  is  was  not  open  to 
all  the  world,  and  that  he  fhould  hardly  have 
believed  the  fad,  if  he  had  not  been  informed  of  it 

ac 
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at  the  place.  In  his  own  Univerfity  he  £ud  the 
profefTors  mdeed  mufl;  be  Catholics,  but  the  ftudents 
might  be  of  any  religion.  He  faid  they  had  feveral 
ProteftantS)  and  fome  Jews.  In  another  part  of 
Poland  he  informed  me  that  there  is  an  Univerlity, 
countenanced  by  the  government,  in  which  all  the 
profeflbrs  are  Proteftants.  With  refpeft  to  tibe- 
rality  we  fhall  foon,  to  appearance,  be  once  more 
the  divifi  toto  orbe  BritannL  Let  thofe  blu(h 
whom  it  may  concern. 

I  am  forry  to  fee  io  able  a  writer  as  Mr«  Paley 
(whofe  work  is,  in  feveral  refpedts,  very  juftly 
admired  in  the  Univerfities)  defend  the  fubfcriptioa 
to  the  articles  of  the  church  of  England  on  fo  very 
poor  a  ground,  as  a  fuppoHtion  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  compilers  of  them  to  exclude  from 
the  church  only  the  Papifts,  the  Anabaptifls,  and 
the  Puritans ;  and  therefore  that  any  perfon  who 
belongs  to  none  of  thefe  clalTcs  may  fafcly  fubfcribe 
them.  "  They,*'  fays  he,  p.  181*  **  who  contend 
**  that  nothing  lefs  can  juftify  fubfciiption  to  the 
*'  thirty-nine  ardcles,  than  the  aftual  belief  of  each 
*  *'  and  every  feparate  propofition  cdntaincd  in  them, 
«'  muft  fuppofe  that  the  legiflature  expeded 
**  confent  of  ten  thoufand  men,  and  that  in  per- 
*•  pctual  fucceffion,  not  to  one  controverted  propo- 
^^  fition,  but  to  many  hundreds.  It  is  difficult 
**  conceive  how  this  could  be  expefted  by  any,  who 
**  obferved  the  incurable  diverfity  of  human  opinion 
^^  upon  all  fubjeds  (hort  of  demonfbationr'' 

Bur 
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BiKtlnrarare  wer  to  Jodgc  of  iricn'^  ioieiMliQns^ 
bwt  hf  their  language.  Al>&rd»  oo  4oybc»  it  wa9 
tOiexpeft  wi»c  Mr.  f^ey  ftacos;  but  the  conaj^ilcrs 
of  ebb  arrielbs  cortaioly  Jtd  expedt  k^  or  th/ey  wQuld 
htvchadrr^courfe  to  differcM  and  (bonier  expedients. 
IjaA,  tbey  flE3^aAt  jiotdttsrg  more  iban  to  eycli^dc 
Pif»iilv  i^nahiptifl($i  and  PuriC3305>  they  woul^ 
ha^  'RM&neA  cheir.  .fiit^ripclon  to  fivrb  ar^cj^s  ay 
MKie  iwrnftftent  with  it  heir  peculiar  tenets,  C^ 
Mr.  Pafejt  Udie^e  tjiati  if  any  of  them  bad  hreqi 
aittd^.iiitetber  be  diditotmean  to  exdudc.all  /IrioMs^ 
2ad\^  Hocimam  fron  rhc';church  of  England^  he 
vxKild  OQC  bave  rq^lMd  in  ithe  affirisatiye?  Afi4 
therefore  according  to  Mr.  Paley's  own  ideas,  aooc 
of  them  ought  to  fubfcribe. 

fe: is  jwi»7,  I  find,  TiCfy  sagch  the  cyflojn  to  (ay^ 
^)^t  ji^  9;^y  fefcty  ii^fc.ribe  tbe  thirty-nine  i^ticjea 
cflibci^Hl^rch  of  EB^aiK^^  provided  yo^  thi^  tbat 
it  \^^  iUpoo  'the  whole,  tjhe  bed  conftituted  of  all  the 
^ftabji0)$d  churches,  9r  that  you  think  V,  pre« 
iim^l^  to  any  of  the  i%&&  of  the  difljeot^tfl^. though 
tb^c^  are  ^t^y  thi^s  tl^  ypyi  djfappr^veof  in  it^ 
^  nj^ny  of  the  porf iculair  article*  %\k»  y<?u  do 
i^  >think  to  be  true« 

But  can  you  think  that  this  was  the  idea  of  thof(; 

whp  fratned  the  artieks^  W  has  there  been  any  aft 

^  the  l^giflature  (ince  their  tinies  that  authorizes 

focb  a  fut)icription  ?     And  certainly  there  is  no 

pthcr  power  that  hs(s  ^  rag^t  to  de£^  t^e  o^aning 

of  fub&:riptioo. 

.        K  Ifi 
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If,  however,  this  be  your  own  real  tneanii^  in 
fubfcribing,  honeftly  declare-  it  at  the  time  of 
fubfcription,  and  fee  how  it  will  be  received.  At ' 
prerenc>  when*  you  fubfcribe  to  all  the  artides 
together  (which  is  the  fame  thing  as  fubfcribing  to 
each  of  them  feparately)  you  aflert  fome  truths* 
and  fome  falfchoods.  But  is  there  any  other  cafe 
in  which  the  telling  of  fome  truths  will  excufe  the 
telling  of  any  falfchoods  ?  What  would  you  think 
of  any  man  who,  when  upon  his  oath,  Ihould  do 
fo  in  a  court  of  juftice  i  And  is  not  a  deliberate 
fubfcripcion  a  thing  as  (blemn  as  that,  and  a  cafe 
that  requires  as  fcrupulous  aii  adherence  to  exaft' 
truth  ? 

Befides,  if  a  general  preference  of  the  conftitution 
of  the  church  of  England  would  juftify  your  fub« 
fcription  to  all  her  articles,  you  ought  at  feaft  to' 
have  examined  whether  it  is  intitled  to  that  pre** 
ference,  by  a  careful  comparifon  of  it  with  other 
churches ;  and  you  oughc  to  be  particularly  upon 
your  guard,  left  the  external  advantages  of  an  efta- 
bl idled  and  endowed  church  do  not  lay  fome  bias  on 
your  judgment.  But  can  you  fay  that  you  have 
done  any  thing  of  this  at  the  time  of  your  fub- 
fcription,  whether  at  matriculation,  or  afterwards  ? 

Far  would  I  be,  gentlemen,  from  leading  you 
to  defpife  your  tutors,  or  your  parents,  or  to  rcfift 
any  proper  autborityi  as  fevcral  of  my  opponents 
more  than  infinuate.  I  know  the  feelings  of  both 
parent  and  tutor,  and  am  fcnfibic  how  ocoeffary  if 

is 
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is  that  young  perfons  (hoiild  fubmit^ -anfd  ifi'fome 
cafes  even  implicitly,  to  their  fbperiors.  But  there* 
is  a  power  to  which  myfelf,  my  children^  and  my* 
pupils,  are  equally  fdbjeft,  and  to  thisf  we  alFoWe' 
the  greateft  deference.  '  We  are  all  the  children  ofi 
God^  and  he  is  &i\td'  iie  God  of  truths  and  you- 
need  not  be  told  that  you  muft  obey  God  rather 
than  man. 


■  _  • 

As  you  value  the  favdut.  of  God,  th^fefofe,'  ybtf 
muft  rcfpedb  frit  by  and  Jifkertiy;  artd  Oh  no'con- 
fideration,  at*  the  injutidfon  of  no  authority  *  what- 
ever, (hould  70U  declare^  in '  any  form[,;that  ybu 
beJieye  any  doftrine  to  be  tnie,  when  -you  Know 
that  you  have  not  duly  confidered  k,  and  therefore 
cannot  tell  whether  it  be  fo  or  not  The  doftrine 
being  in'itfelf  true  will  not  excufe -y<yu.  -Your 
declaration- implies  that  you  believe  it  to  be  true, 
and  cohfeqUently  that  you  have  feen  fufficiefit  reafdn 
to  believe  it,- that  is,  thiat  you  have  duly  examined 
it.  Otherwife  you  mfight  juft  as  well  fubfcribe  the 
thirty-nine  articles  at  your  baptifni,  .or  have  your 
godfathers  or  godmothers  fubfcribe  them  for  you. 

Let  me  recommend  to  your  perufal  an  excellent" 
work  of  the  late  Archdeacon  Blackburne,  intitled 
the  ConfeJJional^  in  which  you  will  fee  every  pretence 
for  fubfcribing  what  is  not  really  believed  expofed 
as  it  ought  to  be.  But  furely  this  is  a  cafe  that 
cannot  require  any  arguing.  Had  not  the  temp- 
tatioii  to  fubfcribe,  and  the  inconvenience  of  not 
fubfcribing,  been  fo  great,  we  ftiould  never  have 

K  2  beard 
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heard  of  iut^cription  cpthethirty-oinc  articles,  ^ 
ariiflfs  $f  p^^y  or.  immumon,  or  aay  other  of 
thole  wretched  (ubterfuges  that:  ivis  now  bear  of^ 
bwE  vhich  would  have  been  reprobated  wi(h  ib? 
grc«teft  indignation  by  the  fr^meif  of  the  «racl«^ 
as  they  are  by  thofe  who  ful>fi:ribe  i^M  fidt  ft 
thjsday. 

What  Dr.  Croft  fays  of  the  clergy  applies  widi 
oq^arforce  to  al^  who  join  in  worftip  with  them. 
Wb^t  ought  tp  be  i^iagincdt'*  b^  ^«i  p>  1^19^ 
coiy:ei:j»pg  thofe  who  enter  the  hoJf  teonpl^  Md 
offer  f^ppMcatioQi^  tp  God  the  Son,  wd  Qod  tho 
Hply  Ghoft,  aod  yfst  difbeiiew  tbrm  to  bf!  ei)^e6tf 

*'  oi  ^9mfik>o?    U  nof  th^  Iio  oj^"  ^ypooitfr  uA 

duplicity  aggr;ava|;^  when  comsni«t«l;  ifl  ifao 
more  imoediatc  pr^fisno;  of  hiw  UlUlo.  wfeogn  aB 
hfiar^  b«  opea»  a})  4e6re$  Hrp^r^' wid  fi^om  ^wilMl 
^^nofewware  Wd?"  Uiikls,  therri^  yOH  in^ 
bfilievc  Chriit  to  be  ^  propf r  obje^  pfwpr^,  yon. 
ought  iwitber  to  fubfo-ibe  a  df clairatipo,  tjpnt  be  m 
ftb  001^  90  wy  acpcMiot^  jpw  ia  fuch  ?«kk19mp» 

X  am>  &c. 
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LETTER       Vllh 

* 

Of  Dr.  Croft* s  Bampten  Le£lures, 

nr^HOUGH  Dr.  (3t0Ji'tStHmiis  do  tt6t  tthttH^ 
A  diaidjr  cemcefn  tityfrff,  jtt « tht^ir  rekttr  t6 
tht  fiityeft  of  my  iddfdi  id  ifWi,  I  c*inti<iti(V'!wyfit 
pAft  them  if^^ithoot  ndtt«.  He  avtxW^J  himfMf  i 
frf^fld  t6  ff eeddrti  <5f  cnqtrii^,  bat  nd^rteesJ  tfAttf 
things  ufterl^r  incoflfiftetit  whh  it ;  Md  the  geiW* 
:«!  f^rtdency  <yf  all  his  difcottffcS  is  etidctftly  to 
di(cdilfieig«  k.  Bot  his  0W6  faith  ii  fo  gf^Kt,  ifhic 
It  is  the  i^fs  to  be  yi^ondettd  it,  tim  he  ftmlU 
expert  to  find  a  confiderable  degree  of  it  ia 
others. 

"  If  tfaniubftiritwtk)n,"  h«  fajtt,  p^-t*^, 
«  players  fw  the  de^ui,  pwgatdty,  Or  My  Othit 
^^  pain  of  their  mftit^fkm"  (vte.  that  dt  thfe  c4- 
tholics)  ^^  which  Pfdttftdllts  tt}t6ki  hid  bdfti 
"  fouiid  in  the  facred  writers,  otn^  oppctfltiofn 
"  would  be  urtwarr^tttjibfe.  We  (houfd  befotrfwl 
'*  to  fight  tfgainft  God/'  This  brifjgs  to  my 
iWfftd  the  ftofy  of  si  good  dd  womafi,  who,  dn 
b^irtg  alktJd  whether  (he  beHeved  the  Kteral  tfuth 
d(  Jonah  being  fallowed  by  "Sl  whafe,  repKed, 

jM^i  Hid  sidded,  Ch<tt  if  tht  fcrlpttf lt$f  hkd  ^id  thiic 

K  3  JonaK 
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Jonah  fwallowed  the  whale,  fhe  (hould  have  be- 
lieved it  too.  How  a  man  can  be  faid  to  he- 
lieve  what  is,  in  the  nature  of  things,  impoffibli^ 
on  any  authority,  1  cannot  conceive.  Perhaps 
Dr.  Cfoft  can  explain  the  mental   prooefs  by 

which  it  is  performed. 

• 

This  writer  has  formed  the  higheft  idea  of  the 
importance  of  a  civil  eftablifiiment  of  religioDf 
and  he  afcribes  every  mifchief  to  feftaries ;  wluk 
.others,  who  are  fufficiemly  attached  to  an  efta- 
blifhmenr,  have  the  generofity  to  acknowledge 
that  fe£taries  are  of  fome  ufe,  at  leaft,  like  an 
oppofition  to  government.  "  If  our  Jerufalcm," 
he  fays,  p.  169,  were  at  unity  with  herfelf,  if  her 
/^  inhabitants  all  fpake  the  fame  thing,  if  there  were 
^^  no  divifions  among  them,  &c.  the  general  in- 
/'  tereft  of  chriftianity  would  daily  be  improved.*' 

Now  it  requires  but  litde  difcernmenti  and  a 
litde  knowledge  of  hiftory,  and  of  the  world*  to 
fee  that  the  reverie  of  this  muft  be  true.  The 
Catholics  might  with  the  fame  reafon  fay  of 
fbeir  church  what  Dr.  Croft  does  of  the  church 
of  England,  and  might  exclaim  againft  the  refor- 
mers in  general,  as  much  as  he  does  againft 
the  diflenters  of  this  country.  But  is  not  the 
flate  of  the  catholic  church  much  improved  (ince 
the  reformation  ?  And  is  it  not  equally  evident 
that  the  clergy  of  the  church  of  England  are  much 
more  learned,  and  more  exemplary  in  their  con- 
4u£ti  in  confequence  of  there  being  diireni;ers>  and 

thofe 
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thofe  not  defpjcable  ? :  Is  not  an  ufcfut  .emulation 
excited  by  this  means  ?  What  learned  works  arc 
produced  by  the  divines  of  Sweden  and  Denmark, 
-where  there  are  ho  diflenters  ? 

Scftaries,  no  doubt,  give  the  divines  of  the 
eftabliibment  fome  trouble,  as  we  fee  in  the  pre- 
fent  controverf/i  but  the  Dean  of  Canterbury 
allows  that  the  difcipline  is  not  without  its  ufe. 
Does  not  the  oppofition  thejr  meet  with  make 
diem  give  greater  attention  to  their  principles  ^ 
and  if  they  be  well  founded,  will  they  not  ftand 
the  firmer  in  confequence  of  it?  It  is  nothing 
but  error  that  can  finally  fuffer  by  difculSon. 
Truth  ever  feeks  the  light,  and  challenges  invcfli- 
gation. 

Dr.  Croft  himfelf  when,  in  his  laft  fermon,  he  has 
worked  himfelf  up  to  fome  degree  of  courage,  ap- 
pears to  entertain  no  doubt  with  refpeA  to  the  ifTue 
of  any  conteft,  and  I  dare  fay,  fmiles  ac  my  grains 
of  gun-powden  .*'  The  attempts  to  overturn 
"our  eftablifhment,"  he  fays,  p.  195,  "  have 
'^  met  with  no  fuccefs  equal  to  the  fan^uine  ex- 
"peftations  of  our  adverfaries.  The  numbers 
"  of  the  difcontented  bear  no  proportion  to  the 
"  whole  ecclefiaftic  body,  many  of  whom  fearch 
"  the  fcriptures,  perufe  the  Fathers,  and  confult 
f*  every  fource  of  information  with  unremitting 
^^  zeal  and  indufby.  The  fpirit  of  inquiry  ought 
^^  not  tp  be  reftrained  by  human  lawS|  and  to 

K4  "that 
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'<  that  rpirit  atone  we  wifli  t6  be  indabted  for  th't 
*'  permanence  of  our  church." 

This  is  the  language  of  coufflge^  and  6f  gttte- 
rofitys  but  this  paragraph  Is  by  no  means  in 
Unifon  with  many  other  paiti  of  tM  ftritteAft  •  In 
feme  of  them  he  almoft  adopts  &^  Ufifj^t 
tf  defpair,  *^  We  are  fwrotrftdtdi"  h*  ffif§,  piU 
**  by  fo  numerous  an  hoft  of  adVcfffalrite,  ih«  im 
*'  mod  be  cautious  hoW  we  pif  oft  our  i|)i#)llli|i 
*'  iirrftour,  and  left  we  expofc  to  flange*  ^  WittI 
•^  of  our  deftnced  city.  All  our  vigiWnee  WW 
^'  be  fierce  fufficient  for  the  cbnffia/'  Tht 
prayer  that  fallows  is  that  of  men  #ha  firtd  Ihtftf^ 
fekes  reduced  to  the  laift  extr^nbity,  "  M*y  h6 
"  who  teacheth  man  knowledge,  and  gHmh 
♦'  ftrength  for  the  battle,  fupport  and  aflift  us, 
*'  May  he  give  a  bleffing  to  the  weakcft  artd  rtrfoft 
^'  imperfeft  endeavotirs,  and  may  zeal  ittd  flfl* 
•'  cerity  compcnfate  for  the  Weakhdfs  of  otir  pgh- 
^*  formances,"  that  is,  may  God  give  to  Mjt  #elei( 
arguments  all  the  efffcdt  of  ftrong  odrt,  #hk:h  I 
fuppofc  he  cxpefts  from  the  ihfatuation  of  fbei^ 
oppofers.  This  diffidence,  ydtl  obfc'rv^,  is  ti'-^ 
pTcflVd  in  the  very  opehiilg  of  his  fifft  dlftdttflV, 
JVnd  in  the  courfe  of  his  Work  he  drbpS  feVft-il 
hints  of  thfe  propriety  of  a  little  hmntH,  &s  triell  a^ 
iJltJlH^  did.  In  p.  131,  he  meftttons  ^*a  jsSSt 
^^  extent  df  power/'  theufe  of  whith  pfudtftcfe 
i\^nt  rfeftrains,  and  that  we  *'  ftouldliarrc  no  iti- 
^tfgh  fp  tqfnplaift  if  iyt  were  f^ftraiilcd  bjr  th6 

^^  civil 
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•  civil  rrtagiftrate  ffom  e!«pfeffing  our  ferttiwewes 
^'  eA  arfnin  fiibje^s." 

Though  ovte  of  his  texts  is  Ijakc  xii.  57.  i^dki 
0lr^  wi^r,  rv/»  of  yourfihiSj  judge  jfe  not  what  is 
r^bti  he  fays^  ^.  92^  the  ^^  principle  which  Ins 
^  giveil  a  fan£kt6ft  to  ail  the  trildnefs  and  extrava*' 
<^  gance  of  enthuliafts  and  feftaries  is  this,  What«- 
**  ever  right  any  body  of  men  claim  to  feparate 
^'fitmi  a  church  otic6  eftablift^^^  fh^  £in(ie  fight 
^  Wrtrf  iflditidtial  PAfnf  <\k\m  fO  (bttti  a  fyftem  df 
«^  d^fkridcs  and  ^ini^tas  for  bidfrtelf,"  and  KMb 
p*  76,  ^  it  was  an  dbfurdity  fdirvcd  for  isiodem 
^  4#^,  to  im^iM  thiit  t^tij  man  w^h  qualified^ 
'•ViOd  atrthdrized,  to  fMmd  a  fyfteftl  of  belief  for 
«•  Wiflfelf."  Now  does  not  his  text  fufficicntljr 
author iztf  slrty  oiin  to  da  this,  and  did  not  Ltithtt: 
aft  upon  that  authority  ?  Did  not  Calvin  form  a 
fyfteftti  of  belief  for    himfelf,  before   any  ftate 

addjjted  It  ?        ' 

Dr.  Ci'oft  fpeaks  With  pattictular  caution  on  iflie 
<!bftrifie  of  the  Trinity,  And  coftfldcrs  all  ixttmpH 
'to  explain  it  as  one  of  the  abujes  of  ftaftm.  *'  Thitt 
*^  every  perfon,"  he  fays,  p.  1 26,  "  in  the  ever 
^«  blefl^d  Trirtity  is  Ood,  and  Lord,  no  one 
'^d^rthfs,  who  bfcliefes  in  the  Trinity;  but  to 
**li>cak  of  them  cbllcftivejy,  as  tbre$  Oois^  ^nd 
^"^  three  Lords  hsis  ari  dr  of  polythcifm.*'  But 
fUrely  it  would  be  no  abuft  of  reafon,  but  a  capital 
^  0f  it,  t(j  fhew  that  tiiis  is  ^lOthing  more  than  an 
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air  of  polythcifm,  and  not  the  reality.  For,  after 
faying  that  the  Father  is  God,  the  Son  equally 
God,  and  the  Holy  Ghoft  God  al fo,  it  is  very 
natural  to  count  them  up,  and  .fay  that  then 
there  muft  be  three  Gods,  fincc  14-1+1=3.  It 
muft  certainly  be  a  very  laudible  ufe  of  reaibn  to 
extricate  men  from  this  great  difficulty  refpefting 
revelation. 

It  is  always  deemed  a  great  advantage  to  be 
able  to  devife  familiar  illuftrations  of  abftrad:  pro- 
pofitions.  Few  of  them  can  be  proved  to  fatif- 
fadion  that  are  incapable  of  it.  And  had  this 
doctrine  been  likely  to  receive  any  advantage 
from  attempts  to  explain  it,  it  can  hardly  be 
doubted  but  that  Dr.  Croft  would  have  recom* 
..mended,  rather  than  have  difcouraged  them. 

This  writer  enumerates  fcveral  other  abufes  of 
reafon ;  but  if  you  confider  them  all,  you  will  find 
that  they  agree  in  this  one  circumftance,  viz.  that 
the  difcuflion  of  the  articles  he  fpecifies  would 
probably  be  attended  with  fome  inconvenience 
to  the  eftablilbcd  fyftcm. 

He  fays,  p.  78,  "Nor  can  we  forbear  wonder^ 
**  ing  that,  after  the  Defenfio  fidei  Nic^en^y  pub- 
^'  lifhed  by  an  eminent  prelate,  and  after  a  late 
^Vabftraft  of  the  opinions  of  the  Fathers  of  the 
*'  three  firft  centuries,  the  author  of  which  rc- 
i*  ijcived  from  this  plw  a  juft  tribute  of  grati- 

<«  tudci 
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**  tudc,  the.  unlearned  fhould  be  told  that  the  di- 
**  vinity  of  the  Son  and  Holy  Gholt  was  a  doc- 
^'  trine  of  a  later  date." 

In  my  turn,  I  may  be  allowed  to  exprefs  my 
furprife,  that  any  pcrfon,  who  has  given  the  leaft 
attention  to  the  prefent  controverfy,  fhould  hold 
this  language.  I  allow  all  that  Bilhop  Bull  and 
^Mr.  Burgh  afcribe  to  the  Fathers  of  the  fecond 
and  third  century  ;  I  allow  that  they  held  the  doc- 
trine of  the  divinity  of  the  Son,  at  leaft  5  but  it  was 
in  a  qualified  fenfe,  and  by  no  means  the  fame  that 
was  maintained  after  the  council  of  Nice.  I  have 
alfo  diftinftly  (hewn  whence  the  notion  of  thefc 
Tathcrs  was  borrowed;  but  what  I  maintain,  and 
"by  evidence  drawn  from  their  own  writings,  is 

*  that  while  the  learned  chriftianswere  Trinitarians, 
the  common  people,  who  had  no  knowledge  of 
Platonifm,  were  fimply  Unitarians;  and  that 
therefore  the  probability  is  that  fuch  was  the  faith 
of  the  apoftles.  Let  Dr.  Croft,  or  any  future  Bamp- 
ton  ledlurer,  examine  and  refute  my  arguments  if 
he  can.  In  my  opinion  they  cannot  chufe  a  more 
important,  or  more  a  feafonable  topic.  What  fig- 
nifies  thundering  from  a  diftant  baftion,  when  the 
enemy  is  breaking  open  a  gate,  wh<Jrc  the  artillery 
cannot  reach  him.  Let  the  moft  ftrenuous  efibrts 
be  made  where  the  danger  is  moft  prcfling. 

I  obferve  that  one  of  the  fubjefts  particularly 

•  fpecificd  by  Mr.  Bampton  is,  "  the  authority  of 
**  the  writings  of  the  primitive  Fathers,  as  to  the 

3  "  faith 
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^'  &rtb  and  pridke  of  the  primisi?e  churdk** 
Let  the  heads  of  colkgesi  then  (who>  I  find^  have 
the  nomination  of  the  preacher)  appoint  «  perfoli 
the  moft  eminent  for  his  acquaintance  with  eccle- 
fiaftical  hiftorj;  and  let  htm  be  dirrftcd  ti>  prove, 
in  oppofition  to  what  I  haine  advanced^  in  my  Wf*^ 
iiftj  0f  Early  Opinims  ^ontmnng  Ghrijl^  thac  dM 
great  body  of  iinkarned  cfhriibatis  ift  die  prkw 
tHre  times  were  Trsnitarians.  You  htvc^etMfy 
adranttgefor  thefe  refearches  at  Oxford^  wfaefm 
we>  who  are  not  pcrrmicted  to  Hcidy  et  ehher  of 
your  omverfittes,  can  only  be  fkid  to  gadior  tbt 
cnnnbs  that  fall  from  your  table. 

Rejoicing  that  you  enjoy  noble  advantages  Ibr 
nrhich  I  have  ofter)  fighedi  and  hoping  tbac  they 
irill  not  be  loft  upon  yOu, 

I  am>  Gemiemeny 

Yctir  findene  well-wiflier, 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 


P.  S.  I  fliaU  take  this  opportunity  or  acknow- 
ledging a  rtiiftake  I  made  in  my  former  Leuers, 
and  al^  in  the  firft  edition  of  my  Letter  to  Mr.  Pitt  i 
hating  been  fmce  informed  that,  at  Cambridge*  the 
thifiy«mae  articles  are  not  fubfcribed  at  matricu- 
lation, but  only  on  admiffion  to  d^e  d^ree  pt 
matter  of  arts;  though  the  ftudcnts  there  are 
dbliged  to  attend  the  fertke  of  the  church  of  Eng- 
land frowi  the  firft,  and  xo  dechre  thac  they  tre 
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hna  fide,  members  of  it  when  they  commence 
bachelors.     I  hope  that  the  attempt  which  the 

members  of  that  univerfity  are  now  making  to 
relieve  themfelves  ftill  more,  will  be  attended 
with  fuGcefs, 

I  muft  likewife  inform  the  purchafcrs  of  feme 
of  the  copies  of  the  fecond  edition  of  my  Letfer  to 
Mr.  P^f,  that  I  had  been  led  into  a  mjftake-  with 
refpiefC  tp  the  votes  of  the  biifbop$  QoricCrnwg  the 
writ  de  ILtretico  camiurendp.  A  perfoh  Qh^Mhofp 
information  I  had  perfe£t  confidence  gave  me  t'lC 
jaccQunt,  and  j|»^rote  thcuote'p.  13,  for  mr.  Tbe 
leaf  coota;oing  it  was  cancelled  as  ioon  .as  I  dift 
covered  the  error,  aiid  any  perfons,  by  feuding  to 
Wie  pubrifliersj^  nuiy  have  their  copks  reClificdt 

N.  fi.  The  I  etter  relating  to  ibe  Under-graduate 
^f  Oxford  was  written  before  the  report  of  its  author 
Dcing  the  Dean  of  Canterbury  reached  me;  and  as 
:he  writer  begins  with  faying,  *^  I  am  one  of  the 
*  young  men  to  whom  you  have  offered  your  fer- 
•'  vices,  as  a  direftor  of  their  theological  ftudies  ;'* 
t  is  barely  credible  that  a  man  of  his  chajrader, 
(hould  affirm  what  cannot  be  termed  lefs  than  an 
zhfolute  falfebood.  If  the  report  be  without  founda- 
:ion,  the  Dean  will,  no  doubt,  rake  an  early  oppor- 
:unity  of  difclaiming  a  publication  fo  unworthy  of 
bim. 

AN 
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An  ADDITION  to  the  LETTERS  relat- 
ing to  Mr.  Howes* 


ON  exprcflSng  my  furprize  that  Mr!  Howes 
Ihould  afcribe  the  Extralts  from  Tbeodotus 
in  Clemens  Alexandrinus  to  Theodotus  the  Tan- 
ner by  (which  means  he  makes  one  of  the  ancient 
Unitarians  a  believer  in  the  pre-exiitence,  .and  as 
he  alfo  thought^  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift)  he  faid^ 
in  his  former  publicatiQn>  p.  13,  ^^  in  regard  to 
**  Theodotus,  this  will  be  difcufled  afterwards/^  and 
as  I  had  obferved  that  the  learned  editors  of  Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus,  viz.  Sylburgius  and  Potter^ 
were  not  of  his  opinion,  he  adds,  *'  At  prefent  I 
fhall  '^  only  obferve,  that  if  modern  authority  were 
*'  capable  to  decide  the  qutflon,  I  can  produce 
«<  as  good  authority  on  my  fide,  that  of  Cave  and 
*'  M.  Simon;  but  I  form  my  judgment  from  in« 
*'  ternal  evidence  in  thofe  extrafts  themfelves." 

As  Mr.  Howes,  in  his  laft  publication,  has  faid 
nothing  on  this  fubje£b,  though,  according  to  the 
arrangement  of  his  materials,  I  think  he  ought  to 
have  done  it,  I  Ihall  content  myfelf  with  giving  an 
cxtraft  from  Dr.  Lardner*s  account  of  the  dif- 
ferent perfons  of  the  name  of  Theodotus,  in  liis 
Hiftory  of  Heretics,  p.  370. 

Firft. 
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*^  Firft,  A  Valcntinian.  Cave,  ia  his  account  of  • 
"  Thcodotus  the  Tanner,  afcribes  to  him  all  the 
"  opinions  which  he  has  colkfted  out  of  the  orien- 
**  tal  dodtrine,  fubjoined  to  the  works  of  Clement 
**  of  Alexandria.  But  that  is  confounding  things^ 
**  as  different  and  oppofhe' as  can  well  be.  Theo-* 
**  dotus  the  Tanner  is  reckoned  among  thofc  who 
**  did  not  allow  Jcfus  to  have  exifted  before  hir 
**  nativity  of  Mary,  which  is  very  different  from' 
^  the  fentimehts  rejprefentcd  by  Cslvc  from  the 
«ahtove-mentioncd  work.  And  yet  Fabriciua 
^'  feems  to  have  been  of  the  fame  opinion  with 
**  Cave.  Tillemonr  perceived  that  the  Theodotus 
•*  mentioned  in  thefe  extrafts,  was  a  Valentinian. 
••  Bcaufobre  had  no  doubt  of  it,  and  fays  lie 
"  flourifhed  about  the  year  of  our  Lord,  130." 

.  I  quote  Dr.  Lnrdner,  becaufe  Mr.  Howes  feems 
to  havcrfome  rcfpeft  for  his  judgment  and  impar-* 
tiaTity.  In  his  laft  publication  he  fays,  p.  44, 
**  It  may  be  obferved  as  truly  wonderful,  that 
■*  Dr.  Lardner,  if  inclined  to  Unitarianifm,  fhould 
•*  have  left  no  accounts  behind  him  of  the  Ebio- 
"  nites,Nazarenes,  or  Elcefaites.  One  Ihould 
*«  have  thought  that  thofe  pretended  founders  of 
♦*  his  own  fyftcm  wbuld  have  been  the  firft  to 
claim  his  attention,  I  cannot  then  but  fufpcA 
that  they  have  been  fuppreffed,  becaufe  they 
proved  too  plainly  the  belief  of  the  Ebionite^ 
*•  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift.  For  Lardner  was  of 
^'  too  jnquifitive,  and  too  rational  a  turn  of  mind, 
*•  to  have  thus  negledtcd  altogether  the  important 
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*•  hercfics  of  the  firft  centuries,  while  he  treated 
^*  minutely  jof  fcveml  inconildcrable  ones ;  and 
^  he  was  apparrnd^r  too  honeft  to  have  mM)ird 
^  his  readers  widi  refpe^  to  thcr^sl  tenets -of  chd" 
^  Ebionitesand  Nazarenes.  Hhrc  UlebiaiMs.  This- 
^  is  the  more  ftrange,  becaufe  he.docs  give  fonne^ 
^'  account  of  tfaofe  fefts  in  his  other  works>  but 
^  nothing  any  way  f;avourabLe  go  thw  being  th^ 
^  founders  of  humanifin." 

What  Dr.  Lardner  would  havrd^wie  if  he  h»A 
Mved  to  have  pi^lihed  Jvi$  ov9f  Wfirk^  ao  firutit 
can  teli.  That  he  considered  tbe  ^Q^nnf  ef  fiho 
Nazarenes  as  no  proper  [bir^fyy  i^nd  yet  totally  ^& 
fereat  from  tbap  of  jhe  trinU^iAns  or  r4fiifiVj  ia 
evident  from  hiyfo^ pcj^JImmcw  Jifmrfifiy'm^lthi 
after  treating  of  t^fe  two  icbemers^  ^c  cpn/S4rrs^ 
and  recommends,  p.  40,  "  the  doftrine  of  the 
^  Unitarians  or  Nai^rwes  j"  I6s  aqcQMflt  f)fwjiich 
eorrefponds  exa^ly  to  what  is  commonly  .onUod 
Smnianifm^  of  wb*$:h  i^  is  well  k^own  thgt  h^^afs^ 
zealous  adyooiie,  ^s  Dr.  Price,  in  hU  4MI^^^* 
p.  393,  obfcrvcs*  Lft  Mr.  Howcp  read  hiP  X^i¥^ 
M  tbif  L$gos^  whkh  kd  me  to  adopt  hi^  ppinion. 
But  I  fiiofiid  ^et  much  wonder  jl  hfr.  Howct 
JhoMld  heffafcer  e^efs  fome  doubt  of  txy  being 
M  Ufiitarian.  Ind^fr^l,  of  the  two,  it  ^appears  w 
me  quite  as  eafy  to  prove  that  there  are  no  Um«- 
tarinns  at  prefent,  as  that  there  were  nooe  in  the 
inrimitivc  ages  of  chriitianity. 

A  CA- 
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PREFACE- 


Tjr A V I N  G  undertaken  the  defence  of  the 
"*'  •*•  Unitarian  doftrine,  or  rather  of  this 
one  pofition,  that  unitarianifm  was  the  faith 
of  the  primitive  church;  but  not  being 
willing  to  trouble  the  Public  unneceffarily 
on  the  fubjedl,  I  propofed  to  make  one 
annual  reply  to  fuch  publications  of  my 
opponents  as  fhould  make  their  appearance 
in  the  courfe  of  each  year.  This  I  did  for 
the  years  1786  and  1787;  but  nothing  of 
any  confequence  having  been  produced  in 
the  year  1788,  I  had  no  occafion  to  write 
at  all.  The  cafe  has  been  fomething  different 
this  year.  For  though  it  will  fufficiently 
appear  that  the  advocates  for  the  doflrine 
of  the  trinity  have  publifhed  nothing  that 
is  in  the  leaft  degree  formidable,  enough 
has  been  done  to  give  me  an  opportunity 
of  fhewing  how  little  the  caufe  of  unita- 
rianifm has  to  fear  from  any  thing  that  the 
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keeneft  eyes  of  its  adverfaries  can  difcover 
to  its  prejudice. 

If  any  man  was  ever  interefted  in  the 
fupport  of  any  caufe,  it  is  the  prefent  Bifhop 
of  St.  David's  in  that  of  trinitarianifm ;  and 
yet  I  think  there  is  hardly  an  example  in 
the  whole  hiftory  of  controverfy,  of  any 
man  having  made  fo  poor  a  figure  as  he  has 
done  in  this.  Sparing  nothing  that  the 
force  of  language  could  fupply  to  bear  down 
his  adverfary  (with  what  temper  others  will 
judge)  I  appeal  to  the  impartial  reader 
whether  all  his  arguments  have  not  only 
been  totally  without  weighty  but  in  general 
deftitute  even  oi  plaujibility . 

Profeffing  to  prove  my  incompetency  in  the 
fubjeBy  he  has  given  moft  abundant  proofs 
of  his  own,  and  even  of  his  deficiency  in 
the  learned  languages.  He  has  flirunk  from 
the  defence  of  moft  of  the  articles  which  he 
undertook  to  difcufs,  and  has  totally  failed 
in  the  few  tnat  he  did  feledl:,  efpecially  with 
refpe6l  to  his  church  of  orthodox  Jewifli 
chriftians  at  Jerufalem  after  the  time  of 
Adrian;  and  the  want  of  veracity  in  Origen, 

who 
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who  appeared  by  his  writings  to  know  of 
no  fuch  church.  Even  thefe  miftakes  were 
borrowed  from  Mofheim;  fo  that,  in  all 
probability,  he  was,  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  controverfy,  intirely  unac- 
quainted with  all  thofe  original  writers  with 
which  he  ought  to  have  been  particularly 
converfant. 

This,  indeed,  is  moft  evident  both  with 
reipeft  to  himfelf  and  his  late  ally  Mr.  Bad- 
cock,  from  the  manner  in  which  they  took 
up  my  quotation  from  Athanaiius.  It  is 
clear  that  the  very  idea  of  the  apoftles  not 
chufing  openly  to  teach  the  doftrine  of  the 
trinity,  becaufe  it  would  give  offence  to 
their  hearers,  was  abfolutely  new  to  them; 
though  I  have  Ihcwn  it  to  have  been  the 
opinion  of  all  the  chriftian  Fathers  without 
exception,  who  mention  the  fubjeft;  fo  that 
-  my  confl:ru6lion  of  this  paflage  of  Atha- 
nafius  is  abundantly  confirmed  by  all  the 
writers  who  either  preceded  or  followed 
him;  to  fay  nothing  of  ftch  men  as 
Beaufobre  and  Dr.  Lardner  having  under- 
ftood  it  exactly  as  I  did,  and  of  my  anta- 
gonifts  being  unable  to  produce  the  opinion 
A3  of 
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of  any  writer  whatever  in  favour  of  theirs. 
To  call  my  condu6l  in  this  bufinefs,  as  they 
fcrupled  not  to  do,  a  fraud  and  an  tmpojitim^ 
difcovers,  I  will  not  fay,  their  own  readinefs 
to  take  fuch  an  unfair  advantage  themfelves 
(for  I  hope  that  no  man  is  capable  of  fuch 
complicated  folly  and  wickednefs,  as  in  more 
cafes  than  one,  tliey  have  afcribed  to  me) 
but  of  fuch  grofs  ignorance  on  the  fubjeft 
as  is  barely  credible,  with  refpeft  to  men 
who  voluntarily  undertook  to  criticife  an- 
other. 

On  this  fubjeft  (with  refpeft  to  which  I 
am  willing  to  appeal  to  the  moft  prejudiced 
of  my  readers,  and  which,  when  it  is  well 
confidered,  will  appear  to  be,  in  faft,  deci- 
five  in  favour  of  the  Unitarian  dofbine 
having  been  taught  by  the  apoftles)  the 
Bifliop  of  St.  David's,  in  both  his  laft  pub- 
lications, has  been  abfolutely  filent;  and  I 
am  perfuaded  he  will  continue  to  be  fo. 

Mr.  Badcock  charging  me  with  a  ivilful 
pervcrjion  of  the  paflage  in  Juftin  Martyr, 
in  which  he  is  alfo  countenanced  by  Bifhop 
Horfley,  is  another  inftance  of  a  premature 

triumph 


triumph  of  the  fame  kind ;  difcoverjng  both 
their  ignorance  of  the  fubjeft  of  this  contro- 
verfy,  and  of  a  very  common  Idiom  of  the 
Greek  language.  This  charge  I  will  alfo 
venture  to  fay  the  Biftiop  of  St.  David's  will 
not  repeat. 

As  to  Dr.  Knowles  and  Mr.  Barnard,  on 
whom  I  next  animadvert  in  this  publication, 
nothing  but  my  promife  to  notice  every 
thing  that  fliould  be  advanced  with  refpe^ 
to  the  argument  from  antiquity  could  have 
induced  me  to  reply  to  them.  But  though 
they  are  evidently  deficient  in  a  knowledge 
of  chriftian  antiquity,  they  appear  to  me  to 
have  given  more  attention  to  it  than  the 
Bifhop  of  St.  David's,  and  they  are  his 
fuperiors  both  in  judgment,  and  in  candour. 
They  are  capable,  I  am  perfuaded,  of  feeing 
their  own  deficiency,  and  of  acknowledg- 
ing it. 

Mr.  Hawkins  I  produce  as  an  inftance  of 
the  fatal  fafcinatlon  of  fplendid  eftablifli- 
ments  on  a  mind  truly  fenfible,  and  in  other 
refpefls  ingenuous.  From  the  knowledge 
I  have  of  him  I  will  venture  to  fay,  that 
had  it  not  been  for  this  foreign  influence 
A  4  (which, 
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(which,  however,  he  may  not  perceive,  or 
fufpeft)  he  would  no  more  have  profefled 
his  belief  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  of  the 
church  of  England,  after  maturely  abandon- 
ing the  church  of  Rome,  or  have  under- 
taken the  defence  of  the  do6lrine  of  the 
trinity,  than  myfelf .  But  that  a  man  of  his 
good  fenfe,  and  good  difpofition,  and  fo 
well  qualified  as  he  is  to  write  on  any 
fubjeft  with  which  he  is  acquainted,  fhould 
argue  fo  weakly  as  he  has  done,  both  with 
refpeft  to  the  doSirine  of  the  trinity^  and  the 
fubje6t  of  fubfcriptiofiy  cannot,  I  am  per- 
fuaded,  be  accounted  for  on  any  other  prin- 
ciple. 

I  have  not  fcrupled  to  confider  Mr.  Haw- 
kins's General  Defence  of  the  Principles  of  the 
Reformation^  in  a  Letter  to  Mr.  Berington 
(with  a  copy  of  which  he  favoured  me)  in 
conjun6lion  with  his  Expojlulatory  Addrefs 
to  myfelf'^  as  a  book  printed,  and  circulated 
without  any  reftriftion,  is  fiifficiently  pub^ 
lijhed.  Befides,  the  reafons  given  in  his 
Preface  for  not  chufing  a  more  extenfive 
circulation,  as  they  relate  to  the  Catholics 
only,  do  not  at  all  afFeft  any  of  the  paflages 
on  which  I  have  animadverted.   It  is  a  work 

which 
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which  mwft  do  the  writer  credit,  in  a  variety 
of  refpefts ;  and  both  Mr.  Berington  and 
myfelf  wifh  that  it  was  more  generally 
known.  It  is  for  the  intereft  of  truth,  for 
which  we  all  profefs  to  be  advocates,  that 
every  queftion  of  confequence  ftiould  be 
difcufled  in  the  freeft  and    moft   public 


I  have  waited  in  vain  for  the  re-appearance 
of  three  other  of  my  antagonifts,  viz.  Mr. 
Howes,  Dr.  Geddes,  and  the  Dean  of  Canter- 
bury. But  as  they  have  been  fufficiently 
urged  to  produce  every  thing  that  they  had 
to  allege,  and  they  have  all  had  fufficient 
time  for  the  purpofe,  I  muft  conclude  that 
inclination  is  wanting.  Whether  this  want 
of  inclination,  has  arifen  from  any  con- 
fcioufnefs  of  a  want  of  ability  to  fulfil  their 
engagements  to  the  Public,  muft  be  left  to 
the  conjefture  of  our  common  readers.  For 
with  refpeft  to  this  alfo  they  are  filent. 

I  have  alfo  waited  to  no  purpofe  for  the 
appearance  of  fome  Arian  learned  in  eccle- 
fiaftical  hiftory,  to  combat  what  I  have  ad- 
vanced concerning  the  non-exiftencc  of  their 
do£lrine  before  the  time  of  Arius ;  fo  that 
the  field  of  controverfy  is  now  divided  be- 
tween 
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tween  the  two  oppofite  parties  of  Trim-' 
tartans  and  Unitarians^  neither  of  whom 
will  allow  that  there  is  any  juft  medium 
between  their  opinions. 

I  cannot  help  congratulating  the  friends 
of  free  inquiry  on  the  attention  that  is  given 
to  the  fubjeft  of  this  controverfy,  and  the 
happy  efFefts  of  this  attention,  indifferent, 
or  diftafteful,  as  it  is  to  many.  Though 
the  fuperior  orders  of  the  clergy  do  not, 
for  reafons  that  may  eafily  be  conceived, 
engage  in  the  public  difcujjion^  it  is  frequently 
the  fubjeft  of  their  charges  to  the  clergy,  of 
which  that  of  the  Bifhop  of  Peterborough, 
noticed,  page  168,  is  one  inftance.  But 
another  proof  of  a  (ingularly  curious  nature 
appears  in  a  Bill  that  was  to  have  been 
brought  into  the  houfe  of  commons  in 
favour  of  the  Catholics  the  laft  feffion  of 
parliament.  For  among  the  Provifos  in  this 
bill,  the  feventh  in  number  is  the  follow- 
ing, which  I  give  verbatim  from  a  printed 
copy  put  into  my  hands. 

"  Proviso,  that  the  act  shall  not 

"  EXTEND    to    persons   WRITING    AGAINST 


"  THE  TRINITY." 


This 
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This  bill  was  not  actually  brought  into 
parliament,  but  it  had  been  fettled  with  the 
minifter,  and  the  feveral  articles  of  it  had 
undergone  much  difcuffion.  That  this  pro- 
vifo  was  not  inferted  by  the  Catholics  is 
very  evident ;  nor  could  it  have  any  mean- 
ing with  refpeft  to  them;  fmce  they  can 
no  more  be  fufpefted  of  a  difpofition  to 
write  againft  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity^ 
than  againft  that  of  tranfubjiantiation,  both 
of  them  being  equally  fundamental  articles 
of  their  creed.  The  real  afpe6t  of  this 
claufe,  therefore,  muft  be  towards  fome 
perfons  who  are  known  to  difbelieve  that 
do6trine,  and  who  may  be  fufpefted  of  an 
intention  to  write  againft  it ;  and  the  inti- 
mation it  conveys  is,  that  no  favour  is  to 
be  lliewn  by  government  to  fuch  perfons. 
But  what  is  fufficient  to  my  purpofe  is,  that 
it  fhews,  in  the  ftrongeft  light,  the  extreme 
apprehenlions  of  fome  perfons  in  power  (no 
doubt  either  bilhops,  or  ftatefmen  influenced 
by  bifhops)  on  the  fubje£t  of  this  contro- 
verfy. 

As  to  the  intimation,  given  in  fo  awkward 

and  round  about  a  manner,  that  no  favour  will 

be  fliewn  by  the  prefent  government  to  thole 

who. 
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who,  like  myfelf,  write  againft  the  do£Vrine 
of  the  trinity,  it  is  fufHcient  to  inform  thenij 
of  what  they  might  have  difcovered  them- 
felves,  that  our  filence  is  not  to  be  procured 
by  fuch  means.  If  we  be  filenced  at  all,  it 
muft:  be  by  argument^  not  by  fuch  implied 
threats.  Let  minifters  of  ftate  dire6t  the 
bifhops  to  defend  their  caufe  by  writings 
and  let  not  bifhops  fo  evidently  betray  their 
want  of  confidence  in  argument,  as  to  en- 
gage the  miniftry  to  oppofe  us  by  la-u:!. 
Thougli  both  the  methods  will  be  inef- 
feftual,  there  will  be  greater  propriety  in  the 
former  than  in  the  latter. 

This  controverfy  having  continued  feveral 
years,  and  fo  much  attention  having  been, 
pven  to  it,  that  there  can  be  no  doubt 
but  that  thofe  who  are  moft  interefted  in 
the  defence  of  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity 
muft  have  produced  all  that  they  could 
allege  in  its  favour,  both  the  parties  may 
now  be  fuppofed  to  be  come  to  an  ijfue ;  fo 
that  we  may  leave  the  decifion  to  our  proper 
judges,  the  learned  Public.  As  to  myfelf, 
I  do  not  wifti  to  tire  my  readers  with  a 
repetition  of  the  fame  anfwers  to  the  fame 
arguments ;  and  I  am  as  little  ambitious  of 
having 
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halving  the  laji  wordy  for  the  fake  of  its  being 
fo,  as  the  Bifhop  of  St.  David's  ^  and  it 
muft  be  fomething  more  fpeciousy  at  leaft, 
than  any  thing  that  I  have  yet  feen  from 
him,  or  any  other  of  my  an'tagonifts,  that 
will  convince  me  of  the  propriety  of  writing 
any  more  of  thefe  Defences.  At  a  proper 
time  I  fhall  probably,  in  imitation  of  my 
antagonift,  reprint  all  my  TraSls  in  this  con- 
troverfy^  and  then  I  fhall  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  noticing  any  thing  that  I  may 
think  deferving  of  it.  My  backwardnefs  to 
write,  when  I  have  been  properly  called 
upon,  has  not  yet  been  complained  of. 

I  had  propofed  to  conclude  this  contro- 
verfy  with  a  ferious  Addrefs  to  the  Bench  of 
BiJhopSy  and  to  the  Legijlature  of  this  Country. 
But  I  do  not  know  that  it  will  be  neceffary ; 
as  nothing  I  could  fay,  would  be  materially 
different  from  what  I  have  already,  and 
repeatedly,  advanced  on  feveral  other  occa- 
fions.  In  this,  however,  I  fhall  be  deter- 
mined by  the  circumflances  in  which  I  may 
hereafter  find  myfelf.  I  particularly  recom- 
mend an  attention  to  what  I  have  briefly 
urged  in  the  conclufion  of  my  Hijlory  of  the 

Corruptions 
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Corruptions  of  Chrijiianity  ^  my  Hifiory  of  Early 
Opinions  concerning  Cbrijiy  and  my  Letter  to 
Mr.  Pitt. 
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LETTER     I. 


Of  bis  Lordflnp's  avowed  ObjeSl  to  depreciate  his 

Antagonift. 

MY  LORD, 

AFTER  waiting,  I  believe,  nearly  twice  eighteen 
months,  the  interval  between  your  two  pre- 
ceding publications  in  this  controverfy,  I  ann  happy 
to  fee  you  make  your  appearance  in  it  once  more. 
Your  Lordlhip's  greateft  admirers  have  not  wifhed 
for  this  event  fo  ardently  as  myfelf,  and  my  unitarian 
friends;  becaufe  we  confider  your  publications  in 
this  controverfy  as  contributing  in  an  eminent  man- 
ner to  the  propagation  of  that  great  truth  for  which 
we  think  it  glorious  to  contend,  and  which  you 
oppofe.  The  faft  unqueftionably  is,  that  fince  the 
commencement  of  this  controverfy,  the  progrefs  of 
unitarianifm  has  been  rapid^  compared  to  what  it 

B  ever 
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ever  was  before;  and  more  within  the  church  of 
England  than  among  the  Diflenters^  though  among 
them  the  number  of  converts  has  been  conliderabk. 

Truth  will  never  fail  to  recommend,  and  efta- 
blifli  itfelf,  notwithftanding,  and  even  by  means  of, 
all  oppofition ;  but  your  hordflnfs  mode  of  oppof- 
ing  it  is  fo  Angularly  efficacious  in  promoting  it, 
that  of  all  my  antagonifls  I  have  always  had  the 
greateft  fatisfaftion  in  replying  to  you.  Befides, 
flow  as  your  motions  are  (owing  to  the  natural 
indolence  of  which  you  complain)  your  I^ordfhip 
feems  to  be  the  mod  alert  of  all  the  members  of 
your  church  who  arc  engaged  on  the  fame  fide  of 
the  queftion  with  you.  Mr.  Howes,  whole  expe- 
dition was  the  greateft  at  one  time,  has,  I  fear, 
wholly  declined  the  conteft,  and  Dr.  Home's  ff-eat 
worky  fo  long  promifed,  and  fo  eagerly  expcfted, 
I  now  almoft  defpair  of  ever  feeing.  As  to  Dr. 
White,  he  feemcd  to  promife,  or  rather  tbreateny 
much,  but,  alas !  he  has  performed  nothing  at  alL 
He  may  want  the  aid  of  my  quondam  admirer, 
Mr.  Badcock. 

On  the  whole,  had  I  been  permitted  to  chufc  my 
own  antagonift,  by  expofing  of  whofe  arguments, 
and  manner  of  conducing  the  controverfy,  I  might 
avail  myfelf  the  moft,  I  Ihould  certainly  have  made 
choice  of  your  Lordlhip,  After  feeing  your  firft 
fet  of  Letters  to  me,  I  faid  to  feveral  of  my  friends, 
that  if  I  could  have  didtated  the  whole  of  your 
performance  myfelf,  it  fliould  have  been  juft  what 

I  found 
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1  found  it  to  be  J  your  arguments  were  fo  extremely 
futile,  and  your  manner  of  urging  them  giving  me 
even  more  advantage  than  I  wanted, '  or  wiflied  for. 

The  principle  of  your  Lordfhip's  attack  upon 
me,  and  the  objeH  of  it,  avowed  in  your  firft  pub- 
lication, and  repeated  in  the  preface  of  this,  is 
indeed  moft  abfurd.  "  It  feemed,"  you  lay,  p.  4, 
that  the  moft  effeftual  prefervative  againft  the 
intended  mifchief  would  be  todeftroy  the  writer's 
**  credit,  and  the  authority  of  his  name ;  which  the 
fame  of  certain  lucky  difcoveries  in  the  profecution 
of  phyfical  experiments  had  fet  high  in  popular 
efteem,  by  proof  of  his  incompetency  in  every 
**  branch  of  literature  connefted  with  his  pjefcnt 
^*  fubjeft, — For  this  declared  purpofe  a  review  of 
**  the  imperfeftions  of  his  work  in  the  firft  part, 
*^  relating  to  our  Lord's  divinity,  was  made  the 
•*  fubjedt  of  a  charge  delivered  to  the  clergy  of  the 
**  Archdeaconry  of  St.  Albans." 

This  curious  plan  of  your  Lordlhip's  to  deftroy 
my  reputation  will  probably  bring  to  the  minds  of 
many  of  our  readers  the  ftory  of  Crcefus.  •  When 
he  formed  the  defign  of  making  war  upon  Cyrus, 
he  fent  to  confult  the  oracle  of  Apollo  at  Delphi ; 
and  the  anfwer  he  received  was,  that,  if  he  engaged 
in  that  war,  he  would  overturn  a  great  empire.  He 
did  fo,  and  an  empire  was  overturned ;  •  but  that 
empire  was  his  own.  This,  my  Lord,  would  apply 
to  your  Lordfhip,  if  that  could  be  faid  to  be  over^ 
turned:,  which  was  never  eftablijhed, 

B  2  Had 
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Hid  TOUT  Lordihip  reScdcd  crer  fo  litdc  on  die 
hiftory  of  Utenrurc^  you  muft  have  percdved  diat 
DO  fucfa  pLui  as  this  evtr  has  iuccecdcdy  nor  b  it 
poSihIe,  'in  the  nature  of  diii^s,  that  it  ever  (houkL 
No  work  of  imaXj  cfpedaUy  one  of  an  hiftorical 
kind,  and  of  any  coafkkrable  extent,  ever  was  fiee 
from  imperfedions ;  and  thcrcfeie,  upon  your  prin- 
ciple, the  credit  of  no  hiftorical  work  whatever 
coukl  ftand ;  and  yet  there  are  many  works  of  diis 
kind  in  the  higheft  reputation,  with  hr  more  ac- 
knowledged imperfe&ioos  than  you  have  pretended 
to  diicover  in  mine ;  not  to  lay  that  you  have  been 
completely  foiled  in  all  your  attempts  to  diicover 
any  error,  of  the  kaft  conlequence  to  my  main 
ailment.  Would  it  dcftroy  the  credit  of  die  late 
Dr.  Johnfbn  with  reiped  to  his  knowledge  of  the 
Engliih  language,  to  point  out  faults  in  his^/f,  c( 
w*hich  many  might  be  found  ?  Was  Newton  no 
philofbpher,  bccaufe  he  made  a  miftake  in  one  of  his 
experiments ;  or  no  mathematician,  becaufe  he  is 
faid  to  have  committed  an  error  in  one  of  the  de- 
monilrations  of  his  Principia  ? 

No  writer  perhaps,  except  yourfelf,  ever  made 
greater  miftakes  in  ecclefiaftical  hiftory  than  Mr. 
Whifton;  yet  no  peribn  who  is  acquainted  with 
them  will  fay  that  bis  writings  of  this  clals  are  of 
no  ufe.  The  real  value  of  every  work  comes  in 
time  to  be  juftly  appreciated.  Allowance  is  made 
for  errors  and  imperfeftions,  and  due  credit  is  given 
to  every  man,  and  to  every  production,  for  what  is 
juft,  and  will  bear  examination.    This  is  all  that  I 

defir^ 
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defire,  and  I  am  confident  that  I  fhall  not  be  dif- 
appointed.  As  to  all  premature  attempts  to  decry 
any  particular  work,  or  any  particular  man,  fuch 
as  your  Lordfhip's,  and  thofe  of  your  (Uliesy  as  you 
call  them,  with  refpeft  to  mcy  they  always  operate 
in  favour  of  what  is  thus  attempted  to  be  cried  down. 
Becaufe  no  perfon  will  take  the  trouble  to  give  an 
alarm,  where  he  apprehends  no  danger. 

After  the  contemptuous  manner  in  which  your 
Lordfhip  aflFeds  upon  all  occalions  to  treat  me, 
both  with  refpedt  to  knowledge  and  integrity^  you 
may  eafily  perceive  that  it  has  no  eflfeft  in  infpiring 
others  with  the  fame  fentiments.  It  is  not  even 
believed  that  you  really  eixfertain  them  yourfelf. 
You  make  me  deftitute  of  the  very  rudiments  of  the 
Latin  and  Greek  languages,  and  altogether  unac- 
quainted with  the  writers  of  chriftian  antiquity. 
You  pretend  that  I  purpofely  mifquotcd  the  com- 
mon Englifh  tranflation  of  the  Bible,  in  order  to 
impofe  upon  my  readers.  You  now  fay,  p.  488, 
in  a  peculiar  folemn  manner,  that  you  would  not 
take  my  evidence  upon  oath,  and  perpetually  repre- 
fent  me  as  afting  from  the  word  principles  that  can 
aftuate  a  writer,  or  a  man.  But  all  perfons  for 
whofe  good  opinion  I  have  the  lead  regard,  really 
confider  all  this,  if  it  be  not  affeSlationy  as  a  kind  of 
injanity^  and  we  cannot  help  thinking  that  your  mind 
is  afiefted  in  the  fame  manner  as  that  of  the  knight  of 
La  Mancha,  who  miftook  a  wind-mill  for  a  giant,  • 
and  a  flock  of  (heep  for  an  army.  Your  Lordfhip's 
peculiarly  haughty  and  indignant  phrafcology  only 
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ferves  to  amufc  your  readers  by  the  lingular  curiofity 
of  it. 

The  manner  in  which  your  Lordlhip  aiFefts  to 
fpeak  of  my  Hiftory  of  early  Opmans  concemh^  Cbrift 
cannot  mortify  any  writer,  I  fhall  quote  it  for  the 
entertainment  of  my  readers.  "  The  author  is  well 
*'  aware  that  Dr.  Prieftley  will  charge  him  with  one 
*'  capital  omiflion ;  that  he  hath  taken  no  notice  of 
**  any  thing  that  may  be  contained^  relating  to  the 
various  points  of  this  controverfy,  in  Dr.  Prieftlefs 
Hiftory  of  early  Opinions  concerning  Cbrift;  that 
large  work  in  four  volumes,  the  refult  of  a  whole 
**  two  years  ftudy  of  the  writers  of  antiquity,  which, 
as  it  hath  been  publiftied  fince  Dr.  Prieftley*s  laft 
Letters,  may  be  fuppofed  to  contain  better  argu- 
ments, or  at  leaft  his  old  arguments  in  a  better 
form.  The  only  apology  to  be  made  is  a  limple 
**  declaration  of  the  truth.  Not  conceivbg  himfelf 
obliged  to  engage  in  the  infipid  taflc  of  reading  fo 
long  a  book,  without  better  hope  of  information 
**  from  it  than  his  paft  experience  of  the  writer's 
*'  knowledge  in  the  fubjeft  gives ;  Dr.  Prieftley's 
**  adverfary  is  as  ignorant  of  the  contents  of  that 
"  work  as  he  could  have  been  had  it  never  been 
"  publiftied.  It  is  reported,  indeed,  that  the  work, 
^*  whatever  may  be  its  merits,  has  a  very  flow  fak. 
Of  confequence  it  has  found  but  few  readers.  The 
antagonift  of  Dr.  Prieftley,  were  he  better  ac- 
quainted with  its  contents,  would  ftill  dildain  to 
*'  do  the  office  of  midwife  for  this  laborious  birth. 
^^  He  would  flot^  by  an  unnecelfary  and  unfeafbnable 
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*^  oppofition  to  ncgleftcd  arguments,  be  the  inftru- 
**  ment  of  drawing  four  volumes,  fraught,  as  the 
**  very  title  imports,  with  pernicious  heretical  theo- 
**  logy,  from  the  obfcurity  in  which  they  may 
**  innocendy  rot  in  the  prmter's  warehoufe."  Pre- 
face, p.  12,  13. 

Now,  my  Lord,  I  am  confident  that  my  expec- 
tadon  ofyour  producing  any  thing  new  and  valuable 
on  the  fubjeft  of  my  hiftory>  is  in  reality  lefs  than 
yours  concerning  me;  and  yet  had  you,  in  the 
courfe  of  this  controverfy,  produced  a  work  of  the 
fame  extent,  on  the  fame  fubjeft;  more  engaged  as 
I  am  in  bufineis  of  various  kinds  than  I  can  fuppofe 
{o  indolent  a  man  as  your  Lordlhip  to  be,  I  fhould 
have  had  the  cuiiofity  at  lead  to  look  into  it.  I 
therefore  cannot  help  fufpedting,  with  many  others, 
that  there  is  another  reafon  for  your  not  reading 
my  work  (if  what  you  fay  of  it  be  literally  true) 
and  a  reafon  that  is  not  at  all  to  its  difadvantage. 
Slow  as  the  fale  of  fo  large  a  work,  on  fuch  a 
fubjeft,  muft  be  expefted  tp  be,  it  produces  its 
cfFedt,  and  will  do  fo  ftill  more,  the  more  it  is 
confidered;  and  of  this,  I  doubt  not,  you  yourfelt' 
have  fome  fecret  fufpicion ;  and  that  if  your  Lord- 
lhip thought  that  your  conjidering  and  anjweri7ig 
it  would  have  done  more  than  your  filence^  indolent 
as  you  are,  you  would  have  been  roufcd  to  a  little 
more  exertion.  But  where  there  is  no  hope  of  fuc- 
cefs  there  can  be  nov motive  to  aftion.  At  prefen 
your  Lordfhip's  conduft  may  be  compared  to  that 
of  a  general  Who  fhouki  fay  to  his  antagonift,  "  Sir, 
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^'  I  fhall  return  the  fire  of  your  puH  armsi  but  as 
<<  to  your  cannaHy  I  (hall  not  trouble  myfetf  about 
"  them."  But  you,  my  Lord,  have  fo  ill  returned 
the  Hre  of  the  fmall  arms,  that  I  do  not  wonder  at 
your  willingnefs  to  turn  away  from  artillery  of  a 
large  Hze. 

As  if  you  could  not  depreciate  your  antagomft  too 
much,  which,  however,  leflens  the  importance  of 
your  viftory  over  him,  you  now  ipeak  of  my  jrfiilo- 
fophical  difcoveries  (which  on  a  former  occafioD 
you  thought  proper  to  mention  with  fome  relped) 
as  merely  lucky  ones.  On  this  fubjefb  I  ihall  not 
make  any  defence  -,  for  fortunatey  no  doubt,  I  have 
been,  as  I  have  always  readily  confeflcd.  But  every 
philofc^her  knows,  that  a  feries  of  fucccfs  of  twenty 
years  continuance  could  not  be  wholly  fortuiieiisi 
and  fome  praife  is  always  <lue  to  altivity  in  any  ufefel 
purfuit. 

If  I  were  difpofed  to  imitate  your  LorcMiip's 
contemptuous  treatment  of  me  (which,  however,  I 
flatter  myfelf  is  only  afleded)  I  mig^t  inquire 
concerning  y(mr  difcoveries,  the  effeft  of  luck^  or 
otherwife,  and  I  do  not  know  where  to  look  for 
information  concerning  them. 

Of  your  Conmentary  on  the  works  of  Newton, 
undertaken,  as  you  fay,  ^*  Societatis  Reps  Lmdinet^ 
**  adhortationey  et  Jumrno  Optmahm  atque  titer aianm 
"  totius  Angtiafaoorei*  from  which  the  world  was 
led  to  expedb  a  work  that  would  do  credit  not  only 

to 
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to  yourfelf^  but  to  the  nation  which  had  produced 
the  original,  I  know  as  littk  as  you  do  of  nny 
Hiftory  of  early  Opinions  concerning  Cbrifty  and  there- 
fore I  can  fay  nothing  of  my  own  knowledge  j  but 
mathennaticians  of  my  acquaintance  do  not  fay  that 
it  does  much  credit  to  either,  and  that  your  Notes 
Uluftrate  no  real  difficulty. 

The  depth  of  your  Lordfhip's  knowledge  on  the 
.  fubjeA  of  this  controverjjf  has  been  fufficiendy  ex- 
plored; and  what  you  have  puhliflied  in  the  form 
of  Sermons*,  though  at  the  requ^  of  gmve  biihops, 
on  other  fubjefts  of  theology,  are  truly  curiofides 
of  the  kind,  and  have  contributed  to  the  amufement 
of  fuch  of  my  friends  as  have  had  dme  to  Q)are 
for  the  perufal  of  them.  But  as,  I  hope,  the  Public 
will  not  be  influenced  by  your  mere  opinion  con* 
ceming  me,  or  my  writings,  fo  neidier  do  I  deflre 
that  they  fhould  be  influenced  by  mine  concemii^ 
you,  or  yours.  Our  argumeifts  are  before  them, 
and  I  deiire  nothing  more  than  a  candid  attention 
to  them. 

I  am,  &c. 


*  One  of  thefe,  viz.  an  Ordination  Sermon,  has  been  well  animadr 
▼erted  upon  by  Mr.  Wakefield^  and  another  by  the  anonymous  author 
of  A  Letter  to  bis  Lord/bip^  occajmed  ly  bis  Serm9n  on  tbe  PritdcpU 
of  Fitalitj  m  man. 
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LETTER    II. 

Of  the  Charge  of  Want  of  Candour  in  Dr.  Vriefiley. 

MY    LORD, 

pROFESSlNG,  as  you  fomewhere  do,  to  "  ftrikc 
"  at  your  advcrfary  without  remorfe"  (and,  as 
I  may  add,  without  judgment  or  difcrction)  and 
perhaps  perceiving,  by  the  impreflion  which  your 
writings  have  made  upon  others,  that  you  had  in- 
dulged your  pride  and  refentment  rather  more  than 
became  a  chriftian,  or  more  than  anfwered  your 
purpofe,  you  feemed  willing,  at  leaft,  to  bring  mc 
in  as  a  ftiarer  in  your  guilt,  and  charged  me,  p.  294, 
with  "  dividing  the  clergy  into  two  clafles,   the 
"  ignorantj  and  the  injincere."     In  anfwer  to  this 
charge,  I  faid  that  I  could  not  pretend  to  recoiled 
all  that  I  had  written,  but  that  I  was  confident  I 
never  meant  to  fay  what  you  afcribed  to  me ;  that  I 
had  frequently  declared  the  very  contrary,  in  the 
very  frankeft  manner;  and  that  if  I  had  advanced 
any  thing  which  by  a  fair  conftruftion  (hould  amount 
to  the  charge,  I  retraced  it,  and  afked  pardon.     In 
a  generous  mind  this  kind  of  reply  would  have  ex- 
cited fome  generous  fentiment ;  but  it  is  to  miftake 
the  foil  to  expeft   any  fuch  pi;oduce  from  your 
Lordlhip. 

After 
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After  being  frequently  called  upon  to  cite  the  paf^ 
fage  on  which  your  charge  was  founded^  you  now 
produce  one  in  which  I  fpeak  of  trinitarians  in  ge- 
neral (but  without  any  particular  view  to  the  clergy ^ 
many  of  whom  are  not  trinitarians)  as  perfons  who, 
*^  if  they  were  ingenuous^  would  rank  with  Socinians, 
"  believing  that  there  is  no  proper  divinity  in  Chrift 
"  befides  that  of  the  Father,  or  elfc  with  Tritheifts, 
**  holding  three  equal  and  diftinft  Gods."  You 
alfo  quote  two  other  paflages,  in  one  of  which  I 
Ipcak  of  fome  perfons  as  writing  fo  weakly  in  de- 
fence of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  that  it  is  barely 
poflible  that  they  (hould  be  in  earneft ;  and  another 
in  which  I  fuppofe  that  fonie  defenders  of  the  efta- 
bliflied  religion  are  infincere.  But  who  will  fay 
that  the  whole  of  any  clafs  of  men,  defenders  of  an 
cftablifhment  or  not,  are  fincere  ?  Muft  complai- 
lance  require  us  to  fay  that  there  are  no  bad  nnen  in 
the  world,  or  that  any  particular  clafs  of  men  is  free 
from  them,  when  truth  requires  the  contrary,  and 
candour  allows  that  there  are  many  who  are  good  ? 

If  what  I  have  laid  with  refpeft  to  ingenuoufnefs  had 
been  interpreted  by  the  general  ftrain  of  my  writings, 
the  controverfial  ones  not  excepted,  it  would  have 
been  afcribed  to  what  I  have  more  than  once  laid  of 
that  fecret  influence  of  motives,  of  which  the  agent 
himfelf  is  not  diftindtly  apprized,  and  what  only  a 
rigorous  examination  of  himfelf,  and  a  companion 
of  his  condudt  with  that  of  other  men,  can  enable 
him  to  difcover.    In  this  fenfe  many  worthy  perfons 

are 
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are  far  from  being  thofe  ingenuous  and  in^ardal 
inquirers  after  U'uth  that  they  take  themfclvcs  to  be, 
not  perceiving  the  real  fource,  or  tendency,  of  their 

principles. 

As  this  is  a  fubjeft  to  which  I  wifli  that  more 
attention  were  given,  I  Ihall  take  the  liberty  to  make 
a  pretty  large  quotation  froni  what  I  advanced  con- 
cerning it  in  the  very  firftof  my  controverfial  traAs, 
viz.  Conftderations  on  Differences  of  Opinion  ama^ 
ChriftianSy  addrejfed  to  Mr.  Venn^  and  I  da  it  the 
rather,  as  that  pamphlet  has  now  been  long  out  of 
print,  and  having  fully  anfwered  its  purpofe,  will 
hardly  ever  be  reprinted.  A  fmall  part  of  it  was 
quoted  before. 

"  Very  few  of  the  aftions  of  men,"  p.  41,  "  have, 
I  believe,  one  fimple  caufe.  We  are  generally  in- 
flxienced  by  a  variety  of  motives  in  whatever  we 
do.  It  therefore  behoves  us  the  more  carefully  to 
diftinguifh  the  influences  to  which  we  are  fubjed, 
and  under  which  we  really  aft." 

"  When  perfons  exprefsly  avow  the  motives  of 
their  conduft,  not  to  acquiefce  in  their  declarations 
has  the  appearance  of  queftioning  their  veracity; 
becaufe  it  is  taken  for  granted,  that  every  man  miift 
know  the  principles  of  his  own  conduft.  But  thq 
human  mind  is  fo  complex  a  thing,  that  there  is 
great  room  for  felf-deception,  efpecially  in  caics 
where  the  pafllons  and  aflfeftions  are  (Irong,  and 

whea 
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tv'hen  they  occafion  fimilar  emotions,  as  well  as 
produce  fimilar  effefts.  In  this  cafe  a  by-ftanckr 
may  be  a  better  judge  than  a  man's  felf.  A  zeal 
for  our  opinions,  and  a  zeal  for  our  party,  on  the 
advancement  of  which  our  own  perfonal  reputation 
and  influence  depend,  are  necefTarily  connefted,  and 
reciprocally  promote  one  another.  ♦  For  the  fame 
reafon,  a  diflike  of  opinions  has  an, affinity  with  the 
diflike  of  thofe  who  hold  them,  as  men  who  are  em- 
barked in  an  intereft  oppofite  to  ours,  and  whofe 
credit  and  authority  obftnift  our  own ;  and  all  the 
emotions  of  mind  that  are  excited  by  the  fame  ob- 
je6t,  how  different  foever  they  be  originally,  by  fre- 
quent affociation  mix  together,  fo  that  the  parts  of 
that  complex  feeling  which  refults  from  their  union 
are  no  longer  diftinguilhable.  When  two  perfons 
who  have  had  frequent  intercourfe,  have  been  a  long 
time  at  variance,  and  the  fubjefts  of  their  contention 
have  been  numerous,  can  either  of  them  analize  the 
fudden  emotion  they  will  feel  in  an  unexpedted 
meeting  ? 

*'  We  often  begin  to  aft  from  one  motive,  but, 
as  we  proceed,  we  come  infenfibly  within  the  in- 
fluence of  others ;  fo  that  in  fome  cafes  the  habit 
Ihall  continue,  though  the  original  motive  fhoulc^ 
ceafe  to  have  any  influence  at  all;  and  yet  it  may 
be  impoffible  to  fay  in  what  part  of  this  progrefs 
the  influence  of  one  motive  ceafed,  and  that  of 
another  began ;  the  change  of  principle  and  charac- 
ter having  been  infenfible,  and  altogether  imper- 
ceptible. 

"The 
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"  The  application  of  this  doftrine  may  be  made 
both  by  thofc  who  are  provoked  at  others  for  hoid- 
ing  opinions  which  they  think  damnable,  and  by 
thofe  who  laugh  at  them  for  opinions  which  they 
think  ridiculous.  In  many  cafes,  I  am  fatisfied, 
that  the  pure  love  of  truth  is  on  both  fides  abforbed 
in  paflions  of  a  ^ery  different  nature.  I  would  over- 
look every  thing  in  a  man  who  meant  nothing  but 
to  inform  me  of  any  thing  tliat  he  thought  me 
ignorant  of;  but  they  who  have  that  pretence  in 
their  mouths  only,  when  it  is  far  from  their  hearts^ 
though  they  may  deceive  themfelves  as  well  as 
others,  are  by  no  means  intitled  to  fo  favourable  a 
reception. 

'Mt  behoves  us,  however,  carefully  to  diftinguifh 
between  this  latent  injincerity,  under  the  influence  of 
which  men  deceive  themfelves,  and  that  direif  pre- 
vafication  with  which  thofe  who  are  engaged  in 
debate  are  too  ready  to  charge  one  another,  as  if 
their  adverfaries  knowingly  oppofed,  or  concealed, 
the  truth.  This  laft  is  a  crime  of  fo  henious  a 
nature,  that  I  Ihoiild  be  very  unwilling  to  impute 
it  to  any  perfbn  whatever.  For  a  man  voluntarily 
to  undertake  the  defence  of  what  he  thinks  to  be 
error,  and  knowingly  to  pervert  the  fcriptures  in 
order  to  make  them  favour  his  purpofe,  argues  the 
heart  to  be  fo  totally  void  of  all  principle  of  redlitude ; 
it  is  fuch  an  infult  upon  the  God  of  truth,  and  fuch  a 
contempt  of  his  judgments,  that  I  think  human 
nature  could  never  be  fo  depraved  as  to  be  capable 
of  it,  and  that  no  fituation  in  human  life  could  fup- 

ply 
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ply  a  fufficient  temptation  for  fuch  conduct.  There 
are  fuch  well  known  inftances  of  the  force  of  pre- 
judice, that  I  had  rather  afcribe  iny  opinion,  how 
abiurd  foever,  in  any  man,  how  intelligent  foever  in 
other  refpeds,  to  wrong  judgment,  than  to  a  bad 
heart.  I  can  hardly  imagine  any  cafe  in  which  the 
chance  would  not  be  in  favour  of  the  former. 

*^  If  thefe  remarks  be  juft,  with  what  caution 
fhould  we  cenfure  any  perfon  with  refpeft  to  a  point 
of  mere  fpeculation.  How  fhould  I  be  affefted  at 
the  day  of  judgment  to  be  convinced  of  the  integrity, 
and  perhaps  the  right  judgment  alfo,  of  an  adverfary 
whom  I  Ihould  have  treated  in  an  illiberal  and  in- 
lulting  manner."    P.  4,  &c. 

Whether  you,  my  Lord,  will  allow  the  truth  of 
thefe  obfervations  I  cannot  tell.  You  certainly  have 
not  afted  upon  them,  either  with  refpeft  to  the  excel- 
lent Origen,  or  myfelf.  But  I  have  not  copied  the 
above  for  the  ufe  of  your  Lordlhip  j  confidering  you 

to  be  a  perfon  to  whom  fome  of  them  are  fo  far  appli- 
cable, that  I  do  not  expeft  the  lead  benefit  from 
the  fairefl  and  jufteft  reprefentation  of  any  thing 
connefted  with  this  controverfyj  and  yet  without 
thinking  fo  ill  of  you,  as  you  profefs  to  do  of  me. 

That  your  Lordfhip  is  in  this  (late  of  mind, 
deftitute  of  what  I  call  perfe5l  ingenuoufnefs^  is  evident 
from  the  turn  that  you  have  given  to  a  paffage  in  my 
Sermon  to  which  I  had  referred  you,  in  anfwer  to 
your  charge  of  grofs  illiberality.     I  there  fpeak  in 

the 
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the  higheft  terms  that  I  could  of  the  g(Hid  imder- 
ftandingy  and  the  Jincerityy  both  of  many  CatholicSi 
and  members  of  the  church  of  England^  even 
*^  thofe  who  are  fenfible  of  the  corruptions  and 
**  errors  of  the  fyftem  in  which  they  arc  entangled, 
"  and  yet  have  not  been  able  to  break  their  chains." 
Of  this  you  fay,  p,  295,  "  It  is  a  long  pafTage, 
*'  in  which  he  profefles  to  hold  the  church  of  Eng- 
^^  land  in  no  lefs  eftimation  than  the  church  of  Rome," 
which  I  might  have  done  without  thinking  well  of 
either  of  them.  This  I  cannot  call  a  fair  and  in- 
genuous conduft,  becaufe  it  gives  your  readers  (many 
of  whom,  I  believe,  never  read  any  thing  of  mine) 
a  falfe  idea  of  what  I  write.  Befides,  I  faid  nothing 
direftly  about  the  two  churches  of  England,  or  of 
Rome,  but  of  the  members  of  themj  being  openly 
hoftile  to  the  fyjiemsy  but  friendly  to  their  adherents. 


I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER     III, 

Of  the  charge  of  borrowing  from  Zuicker. 

MY    LORD, 

*T*HOUGH  my  rule  in  controverfy  is  by  no 
means  your  Lordftiips's  above-mentioned,  viz. 
^^  to  ftrike  without  remorfe  at  whatever  in  your 
adverfary  you  find  to  be  vulnerable,  in  order  to 
deftroy  his  charafter  and  credit;"  I  muft,  now 
that  I  am  upon  the  fubjedt  of  latent  diftngenuoufnefsy 
produce  an  inftance  which  has  much  the  appearance 
of  it  in  your  Lordfhip's  conduft  to  me. 

You  charged  me,  p.  9,  with  having  *^  produced 
*^  few,  if  any,  arguments,  but  what  are  found  in  the 
*'  writings  either  of  Zuicker,  or  Epifcopius."  From 
this  it  might  naturally  be  concluded,  that  you  had 
compared  my  arguments  with  thofe  of  thofe  two 
writers,  and  had  found  them  to  be  the  fame;  which 
implies  that  you  had  feen^  and  pertifedy  their  works. 
I  entertained  no  doubt  of  it  myfelfj  and  taking  it 
for  granted  that  your  Lordfliip  had  the  work  of 
Zuicker,  or  had  accefs  to  it  (and  it  being  a  book 
that  I  had  never  feen,  and  could  not  by  any  means 
procure)  I  defired  a  common  friend  to  apply  to 
you  for  it.  Your  anfwers,  which  were  different  at 
different  times,  convinced  him  that  you  had  never 
feen  the  book  at  aU.    It  has  fince  been  fent  to 

C  me 
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me  by  a  learned  foreign  correfpondcnt,  and  I  find 
Zuicker's  views  of  the  ftate  of  opinions  in  early 
times  to  be  fo  different  from  mine,  that  I  am  con- 
fident, if  you  had  tvtxfeen  his  work,  you  had  never 
read  it.  For  if  you  had,  .you  could  never  have 
aflerted  that  I  had  borrowed  from  him  at  alL 

Zuicker  fays,  p.  i6,  that  Juftin  Martyr,  befides 
availing  himfelf  of  his  Platonic  principles,  derived 
his  notion  of  a  trinity  from  the  fpurious  verfes  of 
Orpheus,  which  he  fuppofes  to  have  been  written 
by  fome  difciplc  of  Simon  Magus.  He  alfo  makes 
Simon  Magus  the  parent  of  the  Praxeans,  Patri- 
paflians,  and  Sabellians,  p.  17.  Now  thefe  opinions 
are  fundamentally  different  from  mine.  I  fuppofc 
Juftin  Martyr  to  have  borrowed  from  nothing 
befides  his  Platonifm;  and  he  was  fo  far  from  being 
friendly  to  Gnofticifm,  which  was  the  offspring  of 
the  fchool  of  Simon  Magus,  that  he  wrote  a  treatife 
againft  it.  And  I  confider  the  Praxeans,  Patri- 
pafFians,  and  Sabellians,  as  no  other  than  phUo- 
fophical  Unitarians. 

Except  thefe  opinions,  there  is  nothing  of  much 
confequence  in  the  work  of  Zuicker  befides  a  proofi 
very  much  detailed  for  fo  fmall  a  treatife  as  his  is, 
of  the  chriftian  Fathers  before  the  council  of  Nice 
not  having  believed  the  equality  of  the  Son  to  the 
Father  j  and  this,  if  I  had  read  nothing  of  antiquity 
myfclf,  I  might  have  borrrowed  from  Dr.  Clarke, 
and  twenty  other  writers,  as  well  as  Zuicker. 

I  fubmic 
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1  fubmit  it  to  the  reader,  therefore,  whether  your 
Lordfliip  appears  to  have  been  perfeftly  ingenuous, 
in  faying  that  I  had  borrowed  from  Zuicker,  or 
whether  you  did  not  advance  this  charge  at  random, 
without  any  more  knowledge  of  Zuicker's  work 
than  you  got  from  Bilhop  Bull. 

While  I  am  on  the  fubjeft  of  Zuicker,  I  Ihall 
obferve  that  he  had  no  doubt,  p.  114,  but  that,  in 
the  paffage  of  Jerom,  the  true  fenfe  of  which  has 
been  debated  between  us,  the  writer  meant  to  aflert 
the  identity  of  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes^  with 
refpedt  to  every  thing  of  importance. 

Zuicker  alfo  makes  a  good  obfervation,  p.  no, 
on  the  manner  in  which  Auftin  introduces  his  ac- 
count of  the  Ebionites,  immediately  after  that  of 
the  Nazarenes,  which  is,  Ebion^i  Chrijium  etiam 
tantummodo  hominem  ducunt\  ''The  Ebionites  alfo 
*^  fuppofc  Chrift  to  be  a  mere  man."  As  if  it  implied 
that  the  Nazarenes  thought  the  fame,  though  he  had 
notexprefsly  afferted  as  much  in  his  account  of  them, 
the  word  etiam  intimating  as  much.  I  am  inclined 
to  thbk  that  Auftin  had  written  this  in  the  account 
of  the  Nazarenes,  but  that  the  claufe  is  now  loft. 
I  cannot  elfe  account  for  the  infertion  oi  etiam^  alfo 
in  the  next  fentence. 

I  am,  &c. 


Z^  LETTER 
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L  E  T  T  E  R     IV. 

Of  the  damnatory  Claufe  in  the  Atbanajian  Crted^ 


s 


MY    LORD, 

O  ready  is  your  Lordftiip  to  charge  me  with  the 
grofleft  ignorance,  that  you  moft  egregioufly 
cxpofe  your  own,  or,  which  is  worfe,  your  difpofition 
to  cavil,  when  you  fay,  p.  287,  "  Dr.  Prieftley,  I 
**  believe,  is  the  only  writer  who  ever  confounded 
two  things  fo  totally  diftinft  as  an  anathema  and 
an  article  of  faith  y  which  he  conceives  the  damnatory 
claufe  in  the  Athanafian  creed  to  be.'* 


cr 


The  idle  punftilio  on  which  this  remark  of  your 
Lordlhip's  turns,  relates  to  the  afts  of  thofe  councils 
in  which  it  was  the  cuftom  to  make  a  creedy  and 
then  to  annex  anathemas  to  it.  But  this  creed  of 
Athanafius  is  no  aft  of  any  council.  You  neither 
know  who  compofed  it,  when  it  made  its  firft  ap- 
pearance, or  how  it  came  into  the  public  offices  of 
the  church.  From  the  ftrufture  of  it  it  is  evidently 
a  mere  creedy  containing  nothing  befides  propqfitions^ 
which  were  apprehended  by  the  compofer  to  be 
entitled  to  the  firmed  faith ;  and  that  this  damnatory 
claufe  in  queftion  is  one  of  thofe  propofitions,  is 
evident  both  from  the  form  and  the  place  of  it. 
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It  fs  not  only  introduced  both  at  the  beginning, 
and  at  the  end  of  the  creed,  but,  as  if  that  was  not 
fufficient,  it  has  a  place  in  the  middle  likewife;  thus, 
Whofoever  will  be  faved,  before  all  things  it  is 
neceflary  that  he  hold  the  catholic  faith;  which  faith 
except  every  one  do  keep  whole  and  undefiled, 
without  doubt  he  fhall  perifli  everlaftingly." 
Thus  this  celebrated  creed  begins.  About  the  middle 
we  find  the  following  claufes,  "  He  therefore  that  will 
**  be  faved  muft  thus  think  of  the  trinity.  Further- 
*^  more  it  is  neceflary  to  everlafting  falvation  that 
^^  he  alfo  believe  rightly  the  incarnation  of  our  Lord 
**  Jefus  Chrifl:."  Laftly,  it  clofes  with  this  fentence, 
*^  This  is  the  catholic  faith,  which  except  a  man 
^^  believe  faithfully  he  cannot  be  faved." 

Do  not  thefe  anathemas,  or  damnatory  claufes, 
contain  real  propofitions  j  and  does  not  the  perfon 
who  pronounces  them  affirm  the  truth  of  thofe 
propofitions  ?  Can  any  perfon  ferioufly  fay,  that 
'*  they  who  do  not  believe  all  the  articles  of  this 
^'  creed  fhall  without  doubt  perifh  everlaflingly," 
without  believing  that  they  will  perilh  everlaflingly 
for  their  difbelief  ?  Could  any  plainer  terms  have 
been  contrived  for  the  purpofe  ?  How,  then,  are 
thefe  celebrated  damnatory  claufes^  as  your  Lordlhip 
fays,  no  part  of  the  creed y  when  every  perfon  who 
profefTes  to  believe  the  whole  of  courfe  receives  thefe 
farts. 

Had  the  word  anathema  only  been  ufed,  it  is 
poQible  that  the  force  of  it  might  not  have  been 

C  3  attended 
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attended  to  by  the  compofer ;  it  being  too  common 
to  make  ufe  of  words,  efpecially  in  learned  and 
foreign  languages,  without  attending  to  their  ftrift 
meaning ;  and  your  Lordfliip  fays  it  is  fo  ufed  in 
your  Ecclefiaftical  Canons,  when,  it  is  applied  to 
tliofe  who  fpeak  difrefpeftfuily  of  the  book  of  com- 
mon prayer  (though  I  would  not  anfwer,  as  your 
Lordlhip  does,  for  the  compilers  of  thofe  canons 
nol  intending  eternal  damnation  by  it)  but  where 
the  words  perijh  everlaftingly  are  exprefsly  and  re- 
peatedly ufed,  there  can  be  no  doubt  with  refpeft  to 
the  nature  of  the  anathema.  The  damnatory  claufe 
fo  expreffed  is  moft  unqueftionably  an  article  of 
faitby  and  certainly  of  a  moft  ferious  and  alarming 
kind.  Indeed,  my  Lord,  it  is  trifling  with  your 
readers,  and  an  infult  on  common  fenfe,  to  talk  of 
any  real  difference  between  this  damnatory  claufe^ 
and  the  other  parts  of  the  Athanafian  creed. 

Whatever  profeflion,  therefore,  your  Lordlhip  may 
inconfiftently  make  of  your  charity,  and,  notwith- 
ftanding  your  idle  parade  about  meeting  me  in 
heaven,  when  I  believe  you  would  be  forry  to  meet 
me  any  where,  and  are  not  very  fond  of  meeting 
me  in  this  controverfy  j  unlefs  my  everlafting  dam- 
nation be  an  article  in  your  creed,  you  have  fub- 
fcribed  the  moft  folemn  form  of  words  that  can  be 
devifed  by  man  without  meaning  any  thing  at  all 
by  them;  ancj  why  then  may  you  not  have  fubfcribed 
every  thing  elfe  with  as  little  truth?  Many,  no 
doubt,  do  fubfcribe  in  this  light  and  carelefs  manner, 
which  fhews  die  dreadful  efFecl;  of  the  habit  of 

fuhfcrihing. 


LORD    BISHOP    OF    ST.   DAVID*S.  a^ 

fub/crUnng.  It  leads  to  the  utter  perveriion  of  the 
plained  meaning  of  words,  and  opens  a  door  to 
every  kind  of  infincerity.  By  your  Lord(hip*s  own 
confeflion  you  yourfelf  no  more  believe  what  you 
have  fubfcribed  with  relpeft  to  this  creed,  than  you 
do  the  Koran. 

Indeed,  your  Lordihip's  account  of  the  trinity 
is  a  very  different  thing  from  the  dodtrine  of  this 
creed.  For  you  fuppofe  a  manifeft  fuperiority  in 
the  Father,  and  yet  in  repeating  this  creed  you  can 
fay  of  the  three  perfons,  that  "  none  of  them  is 
*'  afore  or  after  the  other,  none  is  greater  or  leffer 
'*  than  another."  Were  you,  my  Lord,  perfedtly 
ingenuous,  and  were  your  mind  perfeftly  unbiafled, 
you  could  not  but  fee,  and  would  certainly  fhudder 
at,  the  abfurdities  and  contradi6lions  in  your  decla- 
rations, and  feel  the  fame  horror  at  fubfcribing, 
that  I  do. 

If  your  Lordlhip  defends  thefe  damnatory  claufes 
on  the  principle  of  meaning  nothing  at  all  by  them^ 
you  vindicate  the  common  curfing  and  fwearing 
that  we  every  day  hear  in  our  ftreets  j  where  profane 
perfons  are  continually  fending  their  own  foulsj 
and  the  fouls  of  other  people,  to  hell,  with  as  little 
meaning  as  your  Lordfhip  pretends  to.  If  the 
phrafe  perijh  everlaftingly  does  not  mean  perifti  ever- 
laftingly,  your  Lordfhip  Ihould  have  informed  us 
what  it  does  mean.  It  is  certainly  no  hleffing^  but 
a  curjey  of  fome  kind  or  other. 

C  4  I  do 
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I  do  not  wonder  that  men  of  enlightened  and 
ingenuous  minds,  fuch  as  Archbifhop  Tillotfon, 
fhould  exprefs  a  wifti  that  they  were  well  rid  of  this 
creed.  But  others,  I  fear  (now,  my  Lord,  mark 
my  uncharitablenefs) .  would  not  be  forry  if  the 
language  of  it  was  ftill  more  harfh,  that  by  the 
obligation  to  fubfcribe  it  there  might  be  fewer  com- 
petitors for  thofe  emoluments  which  may  be  obtained 
by  lubfcription.  For  all  your  fubfcriptions  do  not 
exclude  ynbelievers  in  all  religion,  natural  and  re- 
vealed; perfons  who,  on  fuch  terms  as  you  ofier> 
will  fubfcribe  any  thing  that  is  tendered  to  them. 
If  you  would  have  fewer  of  thefey  either  in  the  church, 
or  out  of  it,  you  muft  throw  out  every  thing  from 
your  creeds  and  fubfcriptions  which  any  fincere 
chriftian,  or  believer  in  the  divine  miflion  of  Chrift, 
cannot  confcientioufly  affent  to.  Thus,  however, 
you  may  fay,  Socinians  might  enter;  and  you  may 
prefer  the  fociety  of  unbelievers  to  theirs;  becaufe, 
whether  in,  or  out,  of  the  church,  they  will  give  you 
much  lefs  trouble. 

Indeed,  my  Lord,  theoppofers  of  all  reformation 
will  always  have  trouble  from  the  zealous  friends  of 
it.  We  think  it  our  duty  to  cry  aloud,  and  not /pare, 
when  we  fee  fuch  abominations  in  the  public  worfhip 
of  almighty  God  as  are  to  be  found  in  all  the  civil 
eftablifliments  of  chriftianity  in  the  world;  corrup- 
tions borrowed  from  heathen  polytheifm,  and  which, 
in  their  nature  and  efFedts,  are  very  fimilar  to  it. 

I  am,  &c. 

LETTER 
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LETTER     V. 

Of  the  Phrafe,  Coming  in  the  Flejb. 

MY  LORD, 

'VT'OUR  Lordfhip  maintained  at  large  that  the 
phrafe  coming  in  theflejhy  applied  by  the  apoffle 
John  to  Chrift,  neceflarily  implies  a  pre-exiftent  Jiatel 
I  think  it  a  fufficient  anfwer,  that  the  Jews,  by 
whom  the  phrafe  was  ufed,  had  no  fuch  idea ;  fincc 
it  is  well  known  that  they  charafterized  the  Mefliah 
by  the  phrafe  he  that  is  to  come-,  when,  at  the  lame 
time,  it  is  fo  well  known  that  I  fhall  not  trouble 
myfelf  to  repeat  the  proof  of  it,  that  no  Jews  ever 
expected  any  other  than  a  mere  man  for  their 
Mefliah.  By  bim  that  was  to  come  they  meant  the 
perfon  who  had  been  promifed  them,  as  to  make  his 
appearance  in  due  time. 

When,  therefore,  the  Mefliah  was  come^  and  a 
queflion  arofe  concerning  his  nature^  whether  he  had 
realflejhy  or  not,  it  was  certainly  not  unnatural  for  a 
Jew,  who  believed  that  Chrift,  or  be  tbat  was  to 
comey  was  a  real  many  and  had  real  flejhy  to  exprefe 
his  opinion  by  faying,  that  Cbriji  was  come  in  the 
flejhy  and  yet  your  Lordfliip  fays,  p.  421,  that  *'  no 
**  reafon  can  be  devifed  why  they  (the  Jews)  fliould 
*'  make  choice  of  fuch  uncouth  myfterious  words 

"for 
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"  for  the  enunciation  of  fo  fimple  a  propofition, 
"  which  they  might  eafily  have  ftated  in  terms  in- 
*'  capable  of  mifconftruftion."  Now,  confidering 
the  phrafeology  to  which  the  Jews  had  been  long 
accuftonned,  in  fpeaking  of  the  Mefliah,  I  appeal  to 
our  readers  whether  there  be  any  thing  peculiarly 
uncouth,  myfterious,  or  unnatural  in  it 

I  alledged  a  paffage  in  the  epiftle  of  Polycarp,  in 
which  I  thought,  and  (till  think,  that  the  fame 
phrafe  (evidently  borrowed  by  him  from  the  apoftle 
John)  indicates  nothing  more  than  fimple  humanity^ 
in  oppofition  to  thofe  Gnoftics  who  maintained  that 
Chrift  had  not  real  flejh\  becaufe  in  the  very  fame 
fentence,  he  gives  two  other  charafters,  which 
evidently  apply  to  the  Gnoftics  only.  I  the'-efore 
concluded  diat  the  former  claule  was  only  another 
part  of  the  defcription  of  the  fame  clafs  of  men. 
Had  he  meant  to  defcribe  the  Gnoftics,  by  enume- 
rating their  moft  diftinguiftiing  tenets,  he  could  not 
well  have  expreffed  himfelf  otherwife.  This,  how- 
ever, I  fhall  argue  no  farther,  but  fubmit  to  the 
judgment  of  our  readers. 

Your  Lx)rdlhip  now  alleges  a  paffage  from  the 
cpiftle  of  Barnabas,  which  you  fay,  p.  422,  "  is 
very  decifive,  in  which  the  allufion  to  a  prior 
condition  of  our  Lord  is  manifeft,  and  fo  neceflary 
to  the  writers  purpofe,  that  if  the  phrafe  be  under- 
"  ftood  without  fuch  allufion  the  whole  fentence  is 
"  nonfenfe."  It  is  as  follows:  "  For  if  he  had  not 
"  come  in  the  fkih,  how  Ihould  we  mortals,  feeing 

«  him. 
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**  him,  have  been  prcferved,  when  they  who  behold 

**  the  fun,  which  is  to  pcriih  {and  is  the  work  of  bis 
bands']  are  unable  to  look  direftly  againft  its 
rays."      I  fhali  continue  the  quotation  a  little 

farther  from  Wake's  tranflation,  p.  167,  "  Where- 

**  fore  the  Son  of  God  came  in  the  flefh  for  this 
caufe,  that  he  might  fill  up  the  meafure  of  their 
iniquity,  who  have  perfecuted  his  prophets  unto 

*'  death;  and  for  the  fame  reafon  alfo  he  fuffered. 
For  God  hath  faid  of  the  ftripes  of  his  flefh,  that 
they  were  from  tbem  j  and  I  will  imite  the  {hep- 
herd,  and  the  fheep  of  the  flock  fliail  be  fcattered. 

**  Thus  he  would  fufler,  becaufe  it  behoved  him  to 

•'  fufitr  upon  the  crofe."  &c. 

Now,  though  the  writer  of  this  epiflile  might 
believe  that  Chrifl:  pre-exifl:ed,  and  made  the  world, 
it  does  not  follow  that  he  confidered  this  phrafe 
coming  in  the  flejh  as  neceflarily  implying  fo  much ; 
and  the  general  and  obvious  fenfe  of  the  paflage  b 
complete  without  fuppoCng  any  reference  to  a  pre- 
exifl:ent  flate  at  all.  For  it  is  only  this,  that  he 
could  not  have  been  the  objeft  of  our  fenfes,  and 
could  not  have  fuffered  upon  the  crofs,  as  was  fore- 
told concerning  him,  if  he  had  not  had  a  body  that 
was  capable  of  being  Jeen^  and  oi  f offering.  Since 
the  reafoning  of  this  writer  is  fo  clear,  without  any 
allufion  to  a  pre-exiflent  flate,  it  adds  greatly  to  the 
probability  of  the  claufc  [wbicb  is  the  work  of  bis 
hands']  which  is  omitted  in  the  old  larin  tranflation, 
being  an  interpolation  j  and  it  is  not  doubted  by  any 
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men  of  learning  that  there  are  evident  marks  of 
interpolation  in  all  the  remains  of  the  writings  of 


this  age. 


Befides,  if  Chrift  be  a  compound  being,  confifting 
o(  foul  3,nd  bodyy  befides  the  divinity  \  and  if  Cbrift 
came  from  heaven,  this  ought  to  apply  to  the  whole 
and  not  to  any  fart  of  him  only  \  and  then  hb  fiejh 
and  his  human  fouly  mud  alfo  have  pre-exifted^  and 
have  come  down  from  heaven  as  well  as  the  divine 
logos.  I  am  fatisfied,  however,  that  both  Polycarp, 
and  the  author  of  this  epiftle,  in  its  original  ftate, 
whoever  he  was,  alluded  to  nothing  more  than  the 
opinion  of  thofe  Gnoftics  who  held  that  Chrift  had 
no  real  body,  and  therefore  that,  though  he  was  come 
according  to  the  prophefies  concerning  him,  he  was 
not  come  in  the  flefo. 

I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER     VI. 

0/  the  meaning  of  the  Word  Idiota  in  TertuOian. 

MY    LORD^ 

XrOUR  Lordfhip  ftill  maintains  that  the  word 
idiota,  which  TertuUian  applies  to  the  major 
pars  credentiumy  means  idiot  in  Englifh ;  and  with 
great  labour,  no  doubt,  you  have  at  length  made  out 
no  lefs  than  ten  fignifications  of  this  word,  and  one 
of  them,  p.  427,  is  ftupid,  dunce,  booby,  &c.  But  for 
this,  which  is  the  only  one  to  your  Lordfliip's  pur- 
pofe,  you  produce  no  authority  from  any  writer 
whatever;  except  fome  diftionary  makers,  whom 
the  learned  Bendey  would  have  called,  "  very  idiots 
*'  in  Greek  and  Latin"  for  their  pains ;  the  only 
fynonyms  that  he  allows  being  illiteratus,  indoSuSy 
rudis.  Remarks  on  Free  Thinking,  p.  118.  Your 
ninth,  and  harfheft  fenfe  of  the  word,  in  any  antient 
writer,  is  that  in  Cicero,  where  it  is  applied  to  tbo/e 
who  wanted  tafie  in  the  fine  arts,  and  among  them 
he  ranks  himfelf,  quemvis  nofirum,  &c. 

Acknowledging,  as  I  have  no  objeftion  to  do, 
that  by  this  word  TertuUian  meant  to  exprefs  fome- 
thing  more  opprobrious  than  by  Jimplices,  or  even 
imprudentes  (though  the  latter  is  not  very  evident) 

• 
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it  muft  be  fuch  an  epithet  as  he  thought  applicable 
to  the  greater  part  of  chrijiians ;  and  furely  he 
would  not  chufe  to  call  them  idiots,  or  even  dunces 
and  toobies.  Out  of  humour  he  was,  no  doubt, 
with  thofe  who  could  not  relifti  his  fublime  doftrinc 
of  the  trinity,  and  who  thought  it  to  be  an  infringe- 
ment upon  the  great  doftrine  of  the  fole  monarchy  of 
God  the  Father,  but  he  could  not  impute  it  to  a  natural 
defeft  in  point  of  underftanding,  it  being  fo  very 
evident  that  the  bulk  of  mankind  are  not  deficient 
in  that  refpcft. 

However,  it  b  of  no  confequence  by  what  epithet 
TertuUian,  or  any  other  writer,  (hould  chufe  to 
denominate  the  common  people;  for  they  are  the  fame 
in  all  ages,  and  therefore  we  are  as  good  judges  as  he 
could  be.  The  major  pars  credent  turn,  or  the  great 
mafs  of  chriftians,  were  no  doubt  unlearned,  not 
having  had  the  advantage  of  a  liberal  education; 
but  they  did  not  therefore  want  underjlanding^  or 
had  lefs  natural  good  fenfe  than  the  learned.  And 
confidering  in  what  the  learning  of  that  age  con- 
fifted,  and  how  it  tended,  as  I  have  fhewn,  to  mif- 
lead  men  with  refped  to  their  ideas  of  the  divine 
nature,  it  is  infinitely  more  probable  that  the  plain 
good  fenfe  of  the  common  people  would  form  a 
right  judgment  in  this  cafe  than  all  the  knowledge 
of  the  learned ;  to  fay  nothing  of  the  greater  proba- 
bility of  the  common  people  longer  retaining  the 
original  dodbrine  concerning  Chrift.  For,  whether 
your  Lordfhip  like  the  obfervation  or  not,  it  is 
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univerfally  true,  that  old  opinions  are  to  be  looked 
for  among  the  common  people,  rather  than  among 
the  learned  and  fpeculative. 

You  fay,  p.  432,  that  the  natural  fenfe  of  Ter- 
tuUian's  words  is  that,  ''  this  fcruple,"  viz.  their 
objeftion  to  thedodtrine  of  the  trinity,  "  was  incident 
**  chiefly  to  perfons  of  that  defcription ;  not  that  it 
*'  was  to  be  ifound  in  the  whole  body  of  the  common 
*'  people.  He  infinuates  that  perfons  of  that  weak 
**  charafter  only,  were  liable  to  that  alarm."  But 
certainly  in  Tertullian's  idea  this  obje(5tion  to  the 
doArine  of  the  trinity,  or  rather  this  dread  of  it, 
was  common  to  all  thofe  whom  he  calls  Jttnplicesj 
imprudentes,  and  idiota^  for  he  makes  no  exception  j 
and  of  fuch  he  fays,  the  greater  part  of  chriftians 
confifted.  Confequently,  by  his  own  reluftant  con- 
feffion,  the  majority  of  the  chriftians  of  his  age, 
whatever  he  might  chufe  to  call  them,  were  uni- 
tarians, and  dreaded  {expavejcebant)  the  doftrine  of 
the  trinity,  even  in  the  qualifi^  fenfe  in  which  it 
was  then  maintained  j  when  there  was  no  idea  of 
the  proper  equality  of  the  Son  to  the  Father y  and  when 
it  was  thought  that  there  was  a  time  when  he  did  not 
exijl.  For  fuch  unqueftionably  was  the  opinion  of 
TertuUian  himfelf. 

Thus,  my  Lord,  your  elaborate  defence  of  your 
ufe  of  the  word  idiota^  is  mere  loft  labour,  and  ren- 
ders your  ignorance  ftill  more  confpicuous  than  it 
was,  by  the  addition  of  incorrigible  obftinacy  in 
error. 

I  am,  &c. 
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Of  Heretics  according  to  Irenaus, 


MY    LORD, 

A  NOTHER  queftion  between  us  is,  who  were 
the  heretics  of  early  times,  and  I  have  (hewn, 
by  a  feries  of  quotations  from  the  earlieft  writers  to 
thofe  of  a  pretty  late  date,  confidering  the  nature  of 
the  queftion,  that  the  Gnojlics  only  were  confidered 
in  that  light,  as  holding  aflcmblies  feparate  fix)m 
thofe  who  called  themfelves  the  catholic  church.  I 
had  faid  that  Irenaeus,  though  he  wrote  a  laigc 
treatife  againft  heretics,  and  exprefled  great  diflike 
of  the  EbloniteSy  had  not  called  them  heretics.  In 
one  paflage  I  faid  I  had  once  been  of  opinion  that 
he  had  applied  that  epithet  to  them ;  but  that  on 
reconfidering  it  I  was  of  a  different  opinion,  and  I 
am  fo  ftill,  notwithftanding  what  your  Lordihip  has 
advanced  in  reply  to  me. 

I  farther  added,  that  '^  if  there  was  any  other 
"  pafTage  in  which  Irenaeus  called  the  Ebionites 
"  heretics,  I  had  overlooked  it,"  Such  a  paflage, 
however,  your  Lordihip  now  produces,  p.  455, 
for  among  other  heretics  he  there  enumerates  the 
Ebionites.  But  this  is  of  no  confequence  ta  my 
argument  J  and  if  I  had  attended  to  the  paflage  I 
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ihould  have  produced  it  myfelf,  as  I  have  never 
^ed  to  do  with  refped  to  every  thing  elfe,  that 
appeared  to  me  to  be  of  any  confequence,  whether 
it  made  for  me,  or  againft  me.  But  there  is  an 
evident  reafon  why  the  Ebionites  were  pretty  foon 
confidered  as  heretics,  and  a  reafon  which  did  not 
aflfeft  the  Unitarians  ,  among  the  Gentiles.  For 
the  Jewifh  chriftians,  on  account  of  their  ufing  a 
different  language,  held  feparate  ajfemblies  from  thofe 
who  ufed  the  Greek  tongue ;  and  befides  Jerom  ex- 
prelsly  fays  they  were  deemed  heretics  only  on  the 
account  of  their  attachment  to  the  inftitutions  of  Mofes. 

I  had  farther  faid,  that  it  was  contrary  to  Irenaeus's 
definition  ofherefy  to  confider  the  Ebionites  as  heretics. 
To  this  your  Lordlhip  fays,  in  your  ufual  ftrain  of 
politenef^,  when  you  think  you  have  any  advantage, 
p.  456,  "  he  will  confer  a  mighty  obligation  upon 
**  the  learned  world,  if  he  would  be  pleafed  to  give 
^*  information  in  what  part  of  the  whole  work  of 
^  Irenaeus  that  definition  may  be  found." 

I  anfwer,  that  a  ftriftly  'logical  definition  of  herefy 
ipay  not  perhaps  be  found  in  Irenaeus,  for  fuch  defi- 
nitions are  not  common  in  ancient  writers.  But  he 
repeatedly  fays,  that  concerning  all  heretics^  which 
does  not  in  the  leaft  apply  to  the  Ebionites,  which  is 
fully  equivalent  to  what  I  faid  5  and  fince  you  have 
not  read  my  Hiftory  of  Early  Opinions  concerning 
Cbriftj  and  probably  never  will  do  it,  I  fhall  take 
die  liberty  to  copy  a  few  paffages  to  this  purpofe 
fix>m  it,  vol.  I.  p.  275,  &c. 

D  Irenaeus 
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Irenseus  confidercd  Simon  Magus  as  a  perfon 
from  whom  all  heretics  fprung.  But  his  doftrincs 
were  thofe  of  the  Gnoftics,  and  (o  oppofitc  to  thofe 
of  the  Unitarians,  that  they  were  never  confidercd 
as  having  the  fame  fource.  Of  all  hereticsy  he  fays, 
that  "  they  drew  men  off  from  him  who  made  and 
*'  governs  the  world,  as  if  they  had  fomething 
**  higher  and  greater  to  ihew  than  he  who  made  the 
"  heavens  and  the  earth,  and  all  things  therein. 
•*  They  all  agree,"  he  fays,  "  in  the  fame  blaf- 
"  phemy  againft  the  Maker  of  all  things."  **  The 
"  doftrine  of  Valentinus  comprehends  all  hcrefies, 
"  fo  that  in  overturning  his  fyftem  all  herefy  is 
^  overturned.  They  alfo  blafpheme  in  fuppofing 
"  the  Maker  of  all  things  to  be  an  evil  being,  and 
*^  they  blafpheme  our  Lord  by  dividing  Jefus  from 
"  the  Chrift.  There  is  a  connexion,"  he  lays, 
"  between  all  herefies,  except  that  Tatian  advanced 
"  fomething  that  was  new."  He  fpeaks  of  all  here- 
tics as  "  having  quitted  the  church,"  and  as  "  tax- 
ing the  holy  prelbyters  with  ignorance,  not  con- 
fidering  how  much  better  is  an  ignorant  perfon 
who  is  religious  (idiota  religicjus)  than  a  blaf- 
phemous  and  impious  fophift:."  He  likewife  fays, 
that  "  all  the  heretics  were  much  later  than  the 
*'  bifhops  to  whom  the  apoftles  conunitted  the 
"  churches." 

It  would  be  lofing  my  own  time,  and  that  of  my 
readers,  to  fhew  riiat  none  of  thefe  charafters,  which 
this  writer  applies  to  all  heretics^  belonged  to  the 
Ebionites,  and  therefore  that  to  have  been  confident 
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with  himfelf,  Irenacus  ought  not  to  have  confidered 
the  Ebionites  as  heretics. 

As  to  your  Lordfhip's  curious  attempt  to  find  an 
agreement  between  the  Gnoftics  and  the  Ebionites^ 
I  (hall  leave  it  without  any  remark  to  the  judg- 
ment of  our  readers.  In  fome  refpedb^  no  doubt^ 
the  Unitarians  and  Trinitarians  are  agreed;  but  it 
does  not  therefore  foDow  that  they  would  both  be 
referred  to  the  fanne  clafs  of  chriftians.  There  were, 
as  I  have  fhewn  at  large,  Jewilh  Gnoftics,  and 
being  Jews,  they  might  be  called  Ebionites;  btit 
they  all  believed  that  the  fupreme  God,  the  God  and 
Father  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  both  made  the 
world,  and  gave  the  law  by  Moles,  which  are  the 
very  reverie  of  the  doftrines  that  Ircnasus  afcribes 
to  all  heredcs. 


I  am,  &c« 
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LETTER     VIIL 

Of  the  Origin  of  the  Son  from  the  Father* s  Contempt 
lation  of  his  own  Perfections. 

fAY  LORD, 

n^HIS  letter  I  (hall  devote  to  that  moft  curious 
fubjeft,  the  origin  of  the  Son  from  the  Fatber^s 
contemplation  of  his  ownperfeEiions^  which  your  Lord- 
Ihip  has  thought  proper  once  more  to  bring  before 
the  public ;  but  which  I  fliould  have  thought  a 
judicious  friend  would  have  advifed  you  to  keep  as 
far  as  poflible  out  of  fight.  You  exprefs  yourfclf, 
however,  with  more  diffidence  than  before,  which  is 
a  thing  unufual  with  your  Lordlhip. 

You  juftly  fay,  p.  458,  "  In  a  fubjeft  fb  far 
**  above  the  comprehenfion  of  the  human  mind  as 
•*  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  muft  be  confefled  to 
**  be,  in  all  its  branches,  extreme  caution  fhould  be 
'^  ufed  to  keep  the  doftrine  itfelf,  as  it  is  delivered 
"  in  God*s  word,  diftinc?-  from  every  thing  that  has 
been  devifed  by  man,  e>r  that  may  even  occur  to 
a  man's  own  thoughts,  to  illuftrate  or  explain  its 
*'  difficulties.  Every  one  who  has  ever  thought  for 
^  any  length  of  time  upon  the  fubjedt  cannot  but 
"  fall  infenfibly,  and  involuntarily,  upon  fonie  way  or 
*'  other  of  reprefenting  the  thing  to  his  own  mind. 

"la 
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'*  In  this  manner  every  one  who  meddles  at  all  with 
*'  the  fubjedt  will  be  apt  to  form  a  folution  for 
"  himfelf,  of  what  feemed  to  him  the  principal 
"  difficulties.  But  fince  it  muft  be  confeffed  that 
"  the  human  mind  in  thefe  inquiries  is  groping  in 
•*  the  dark,  every  ftep  that  (he  ventures  to  advance 
**  beyond  the  point  to  which  the  clear  light  of 
*'  revelation  reaches,  the  probability  is  that  all  thefe 
private  folutions  are,  in  different  ways,  and  in 
diflferent  degrees,  but  all  in  fome  way,  and  in  fomc 
degree,  erroneous;  and  it  will  rarely  happen  that 
the  folution  invented  by  one  man  will  fuit  the 
^^  conceptions  of  another.  *  It  were  therefore  to  be 
*'  wifhed  that,  in  treating  this  myfterious  fubjeflr, 
^'  men  would  not,  in  their  zeal  to  illuftrate  what 
"  after  their  utmoft  efforts  muft  remain  in  fome 
"  parts  incomprehenfible,  be  too  forward  to  mix 
"  their  private  opinions  with  the  public  do6trine. 
*'  Nay  it  fhould  be  a  point  of  confcience,"  you  add, 
"  with  every  writer  to  keep  any  particular  opinions 
*'  he  may  have  formed  as  much  as  poffible  out  of 
fight,  that  divine  truth  may  not  be  debafed  with 
a  mixture  of  the  alloy  of  human  error,"  &c. 
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This  conduft,  my  Lord,  would  have  been  good 
policy,  but  in  the  pride  of  your  underftanding  you 
were  not  able  to  obferve  it,  and  in  your  imprudent 
forward  nefs  to  illuftrate  what  is  in  itfelf  fo  palpably 
abfurd  as  to  be  incapable  of  illuftration  (as  much 
as  it  is  of  proof)  your  Lordfliip  produced  a  fenti- 
ment  fo  fupereminently  abfurd,  as  to  have  con- 
tributed not  a  little  to  the  entertainment  of  our 
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common  readers  j  and  what  your  Lordfhip  has  now 
added  on  the  fubjcft  will,  if  I  be  not  mifUken^ 
confiderably  add  to  their  amufement. 

Your  Lx)rd(hip's  original  obfervation,  to  which 
you  now,  by  abridging  it,  give  a  diflferent  turn, 
was  as  follows:  Trafts,  p.  55,  *'Thefenfe,"  viz. 
of  a  paflage  in  Athenagoras,  "  is,  that  the  perfonal 
'  fubfiftehce  of  a  divine  logos  is  implied  in  die 
'  very  idea  of  a  Godj  and  the  argument  rcfts^on  a 
^  principle  which  was  common  to  all  the  Platonic 
'  fathers,  and  feems  to  be  founded  in  fcripturc,  that 
^  the  exiftence  of  the  Son  .flows  neceflfarily  from  the 
^  divine  intellect  exerted  on  itfelf,  from  the  Father's 
[  contemplation  of  his  own  perfeftions.  But  as 
'  the  Father  ever  was,  his  perfeftions  have  ever 
^  been,  and  his  intelleft  has  ever  been  aftive.  But 
'  perfeftions  which  have  ever  been  the  ever-aftivc 
'  intelled:  muft  ever  have  contemplated;  and  the 
^  contemplation  which  has  ever  been  muft  ever 
*  have  been  accompanied  with  its  juft  eflfedl,  the 
'  perfonal  exiftence  of  the  Son." 

Such,  my  Lord,  was  the  original  text^  which  is 
now  fhrunk  up  into  a  very  fmall  compafs,  viz. 
that  "  the  exiftence  of  the  Son,"  p.  460,  "  flows 
"  neceflarily  from  the  divine  intelled  exerted  on 
**  itfelf,"  and  which  not  being  dilated,  as  it  was  fo 
curioudy  done  in  your  Lordlhip's  firft  publication, 
might  have  efcaped  my  notice.  Accompanied  with 
your  former  illuftration  it  flruck  me,  and  I  believe 
moft  of  your  readers  who  gave  any  attention  to  it, 

as 
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as  ibmething  uncommonly  ridiculous;  and  I  main- 
tained that  it  was  alio  mod  notorioufly  falfi  in  paint 
of/aSy  and  betrayed  an  utter  unacquaintednefs  with 
every  thing  of  primitive  antiquity  on  the  fubjeft. 
And  this  opinion,  notwithftanding  your  Lordfhip's 
elaborate  vindication  of  yourfelf,  I  ftill  maintain. 
For  according  to  the  moft  obvious  conftruftion  of 
the  paflage,  the  production  of  the  Son  was  abfolutely 
neceffary^  and  did  not  at  ail  depend  upon  the  will  of 
the  Father;  whereas  according  to  all  the  Platonic 
Fathers  before  the  Council  of  Nice,  the  generadon 
of  the  Son  was  the  voluntary  aSl  of  the  Father,  and 
an  aft  not  exerted  from  all  eternity  (which  if  it  had 
been  neceffary  it  could  not  but  have  been)  but  which 
took  place  /;/  timCy  viz.  juft  before  the  creation  of 
the  world,  and  for  the  purpofe  of  that  creation.  In 
the  work  which  your  Lordfhip  has  not  read,  and 
which  it  is  therefore  more  neceflary  for  me  to  quotc> 
is  the  following  evidence  of  this. 

Tatian  reprefents  the  Father  as  having  been  tdmu 
before  the  creation  of  the  world,  that  at  bis  will  the 
Logos  came  out  of  him.  Theophilus  fays,  that 
"  according  to  John,  God  was  at  firft  alone,  and 
"  the  Logos  in  him."  Clemens  Alexandrinus  fays, 
that  "  the  Father  was  God  before  he  was  a  Creator, 
**  but,  being  good,  he  cboje  to  be  a  Creator  and  a 
*'  Father ;  and  he  fpeaks  of  the  Son  as  deriving  his 
*^  origin  from  the  will  of  the  Father."  "  Do  you 
*^  inquire  about  the  generation  of  the  Logos,  (ays 
Hippolytus,  "  God  the  Father  generated  whom  te 
^'  pleafed,  and  as  he  pleaied." 

D  4  Tertullian 
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Tertullian  cxprefely  fays,  that  **  God  was  not 
"  always  a  father,  or  a  judge ;  fincc  he  could  not 
"  be  a  father  before  he  had  a  fon,  nor  a  judge  before 
**  there  was  fin ;  and  there  was  a  time  when  both 
**  fin  and  the  fon,  which  made  God  to  be  a  judg^ 
"  and  a  father,  were  not."  Ad  Hermogencm,  cap. 
3,  Opera,  p-  234* 

Novatian  (or  rather  Novatus)  fays,  nothing  was 
before  Chrift  but  the  Father,  ^nd  that  the  Son  was 
generated  from  God  when  be  cbofe.  *'  God,"  fays 
Laftantius,  "  before  he  undertook  the  conftrudtion 
of  this  world  generated  an  incorruptible  fpirit, 
which  he  called  his  Son."  Eufebius,  fpeaking  of 
God's  intending  to  form  the  material  world,  fays, 

*  he  thought  of  making  one  to  govern  and  dire£fc 
^  the  whole."     He  alfo  fays,    "  light  is  emitted 

*  fi-om  the  fun  neceflarily,  but  the  Son  became  the 
^  im^e  of  the  Father  from  his  knowledge  and 

*  intention ;  and  that  when  be  pleafedy  he  became 
^  the  Father  of  a  Son."     «  We  believe,"   fays 

Athanafius,  *^  that  God  generated  the  Son  fpon- 
**  taneoufly,  and  voluniarily.^*  Hiftory  of  early 
Opinions  concerning  Chrift,  vol.  II.  p.  130,  &c. 

Were  not  thefe  writers,  my  Lord,  Platonic 
fatbersy  according  to  all  of  whom  your  Lordfhip 
fays,  that  the  generation  of  the  Son  was  necejfary. 
If  thefe  be  not  Platonic  fathers,  pleafe  to  inform  us 
who  were?  And  yet  you  have  the  aflurance  to 
fay,  p,  464,  "  To  me  it  is  matter  of  aftoniftiment 
**  that  any  one  can  read  fome  of  the  paffages  which 

"Dr. 


cc 


LORD  BISHOP  OF  ST.   DAVIdV  4I 

Dr.  Pricftley  himfclf  has  produced  from  Athena- 
goras,  Tatian,  TertuUian,  and  others,  and  not 
^^  perceive  that  this  notion  was  comnion  to  all  thofc 
'*  writers,  and  is  the  principle  upon  which  all  they 
**  have  faid  upon  the  fubjedt  refts/* 

In  a  later  period,  when  the  idea  of  the  equality  of 
the  Son  to  the  Father  was  advanced,  the  orthodox 
divines  were  obliged  to  give  up  their  opinion  of  the 
voluntary  generation  of  the  Son,  and  to  make  his 
cxiftence  as  necejfary  as  that  of  the  Father  himfdf ; 
but  ftiU  their  idea  was  not  the  fame  with  your  Lord- 
ihip's,  viz.  that  it  was  the  neceffary  refult  of  the 
Father  contemplating,  that  is  viewing  himfelf.  This 
is  a  peculiar  mode  of  neceffary  origination,  for  which 
your  Lord  (hip  finds  no  colour  till  you  come  to  a 
much  later  period  than  that  of  the  Platonic  fathers; 
and  after  all  it  is  no  more  than  a  colour  that  you  find 
in  the  writings  of  any  theologians  for  this  curious 
and  Angular  notion.  Bafil,  you  find,  fays,  that  tbe 
Son  came  forth  from  intelleSl,  as  no  doubt  he  mult 
if  he  came  from  the  Deity,  who  is  generally  repre^^ 
fented  as  pure  intelleS  j  but  he  does  not  fay  that  this 
coming  forth  was  a  necejfary  confcquence  of  tht 
Father's  contemplating  himfelf. 

From  the  Fathers  you  pafs  to  the  Schoolmen-,  but 
from  none  of  them  do  you  produce  any  quotation  at 
all  5  nor  does  your  Lordfhip's  general  account  of 
their  opinions,  even  in  your  own  words,  imply,  that 
any  of  them  had  that  precife  idea  which  you  have 
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given  out.     For  generation  iy  inteUeBy  or  iy  will, 
n  not  fufficiently  definite  for  your  purpofc. 

Coming  down  lower,  in  your  laborious  iearch 
after  nonfenfe,  than  the  Council  of  Trent,  you  do, 
I  acknowledge,  find  a  fimilarity  to  your  opinion  if$ 
words.  For  in  the  Catecbifinus  ad  ParochoSy  p.  467, 
you  find  mention  made  of  "  a  wonderful  fecundity 
of  God  the  Father,  that  by  contemplating,  and 
exerting  his  intelligence  upon  himieif,  he  begets 
a  Son,  the  exad  counterpart,  and  equal  of  him- 
felf."  But  here  the  word  contemplating  means  only 
tbinkingy  and  not  a  mere  viewing  of  bimfeJfy  which  is 
the  idea  that  your  Lordfhip's  language  fuggefts;  nor 
is  this  exerting  of  intelligence  upon  iijelfy  by  which 
the  Son  was  begotten,  faid,  or  intimated  to  be, 
necejfarjy  which  your  Lordfhip  makes  it  to  have 
been.  The  other  pafTagcs  which  you  quote  are  all 
of  them  from  writers  fubfequent  to  the  Council  of 
Trent  (which  I  own  I  was  not  much  acquainted 
with,  and  which  it  is  probable  your  Lordfhip  knew 
as  little  of  as  myfelf,  till  you  found  it  neceflary  to 
look  out  for  fome  authority  or  other,  modern  if  not 
ancient,  for  your  curious  imagination)  exprefs  no 
more  than  this^  and  therefore  none  of  them  arc  at 
all  to  your  purpofc. 

But  fuppofing  that  thefc  writers  fhould  have  had 
the  fame  idea  with  your  Lordfhip,  my  ignorance  of 
this  circumflance  would  not,  as  you  fay,  p.  464, 
"  evince  my  ignorance  of  the  religious  opinions  of 

"  every 
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•*  every  age,  and  how  much  the  oldeft  things  arc 
*^  novelties  to  me;"  but  only  my  ignorance  of  fuch 
things  as  I  imagine  our  readers  will  think  to  be 
hardly  worth  knowing.  In  all  chriftian  antiquity^ 
to  which  my  inquiries  have  been  chiefly  conBned, 
no  fuch  idea  as  yours  occurs.  Your  Lordfhip  is 
obliged  to  go  even  beyond  the  age  of  the  fchooU 
men  for  fomething  only  like  it  \  fo  that  I  was  abun* 
dandy  juftified  in  faying  that,  on  reading  your 
account  "  I  fancied  myfelf  got  back  to  the  darkcft 
*'  of  the  dark  ages,  or  at  leaft  that  I  was  reading 
'*  Peter  Lombard,  Thomas  Aquinas,  or  Duns 
«  Scotus." 

You  do  very  well,  my  Lord,  to  forbear  quodng 
any  of  thofe  texts  offcripture  (though  you  fay,  p.  46 1, 
many  phrafes  of  holy  writ  feem  to  you  to  allude 
to  it)"  on  which  you  are  of  opinion  that  this 
curious  notion  feems  to  be  founded.*^  You  might 
well  fuppofe  that  you  had  already  afforded  the  fro* 
fbane  too  much  matter  for  their  diverfion. 

I  alfo  cannot  help  commending  your  prudence  in 
faying,  p.  476,  **  about  the  truth  of  the  opinion, 
**  I  have  declared  that  I  will  not  difpute,  and  I 
**  ihall  keep  my  word."  It  is  much  better  to 
acknowledge  an  error  tacitly^  by  giving  up  the 
defence  of  it  where  it  is  moll  necelTary,  than  not 
to  acknowledge  it  at  all. 

As  your  Lordfhip,  however,  has  thought  proper 
to  bring  this  curious  fubjedt  once  more  before  the 

public. 
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public,  I  wifh  you  had  not  contented  yourfelf  with 
endeavouring  to  find  authorities  for  your  opinion 
among  authors  which,  if  they  could  be  found,  would 
only  be  treated  with  ridicule,  but  have  anfwered  my 
other  queries  neceflarily  arifing  from  it.  A  reduSio 
ad  abfurdum  is  always  deemed  a  fufficient  refutation 
of  any  propofition.  Now,  among  other  things,  I 
obferved,  that,  if  the  Father's  contemplation  of  his 
perfeAions  necefTarily  produced  a  Son,  this  Son, 
being  in  all  reipeAs  equal  to  the  Faibery  and  conle- 
quendy  having  the  fame  perfe6tions  to  contemplate, 
and  of  courfe  the  fame  power  of  contemplation,  mvSt 
have  produced  another  Son* 

That  you  may  the  more  diftinftly  perceive  the 
force  of  this  reafbning,  I  (hall  repeat  concerning  the 
SoTiy  what  you  fay  of  the  Father  j  fince  you  muft 
allow  that,  mutatis  mutandisy  it  muft  be  equally  juft 
m  one  cafe  as  the  odier.  *'  As  the  Son  ever  was, 
"  his  perfeftions  have  ever  been  i  and  his  intellcA 
"  has  been  ever  aftivc.  But  perfeftions  which 
"  have  ever  been  the  ever  aftive  intelledt  muft  ever 
«*  have  contemplated  i  and  the  contemplation  which 
"  has  ever  been  muft  ever  have  been  accompanied 
*'  with  its  juft  eflfea,  the  perianal  exiftcncc  of  a  Son,'* 
which  in  this  cafe  will  be  a  grandjon. 

The  fame  reafontng  will  equally  apply  to  the  Hofy 
Spirit ;  fo  that  this  divine  perfon  alfo,  by  the  con- 
templation of  his  perfedhons  muft  produce  a  fon ; 
and  the  fame  being  true  of  all  the  fons,  and  grand- 
fons,  and  great  grandfons,  &c,  &c.  &c,  of  thefe 

divine 
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divine  perfons  (to  fay  nothing  of  the  necefikiy  repe- 
tition of  the  fame  procefs  with  refpeft  to  them  all) 

we  have  here  a  fource  of  multiplication  of  divine 
perfons  ad  infinitum  y  and  what  expedient  can  you 

apply  to  ftop  the  progrefs  of  this  wonderful /^f««^//y, 
when  there  is  danger  of  its  exceeding  its  juft  bounds> 
your  Lordlhip  does  not  fay.  This,  you  will  fay,  is 
burlefquing  a  grave  fubjedt.  But,  my  Lord,  it  is 
yourfelf  who  have  burlefqued  it,  and  not  I  j  and 
your  Lordfhip  alone  is  anfwerable  for  all  the  ridicule 
which  your  officious  explanation  has  brought  upon 
the  doftrine,  and  upon  yourfelf.  If  a  man  will  fay 
ridiculous  things,  he  muft  be  content  to  be  th^ 
fubjeft  of  ridicule.  This  I  hope  will  be  a  caution 
to  you  in  future,  efpecially  if  you  fhould  feel  your- 
felf tempted  to  enter  into  any  fimilar  explanation  of 
the  miraculous  noncefHon. 

Your  Lordfhip  had  done  much  better  to  have 
kept  to  the  original  idea  of  the  Platonic  fathers, 
which  was,  not  that  the  generation  of  the  Son  wa$ 
the  neceflary,  or  voluntary,  efFeft  of  any  exertion  of 
the  Father's  intelled,  but  that  he  was  that  intelleU, 
or  his  reafon  it/elf.  This  appears  to  have  been  very 
nearly  the  idea  of  Bifhop  Sherlock,  who  fays,  that 
the  Son  is  the  Father's  reflex  knowledge  5  fo  that  he 
iinderftood  the  doftrine  of  the  Platonic  fathers  much 
better  than  your  I^rdfliip.  To  this,  however,  one 
of  his  anfwerers  in  the  Unitarian  Trails^  vol  I.  makes 
a  very  pertinent  reply,  fimilar  to  what  I  have  jufl 
obferved  with  refpeft  to  your  Lordfhip's  peculiar 
idea.     "  But  the  Son,"  fays  he,  "  being  an  infinite 

«^and 
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«  and  moft  pcrfeft  mind,  is  undoubtedly  able  to' 
"  refleft  upon  his  own  wifdom  and  knowledge;  and 
*<  thus,  as  well  as  the  Father,  to  beget  a  fon  j  and  this 
"  fecond  fon  in  the  trinity  may,  by  the  fame  means 
"  and  reafon,  beget  another,  and  fo  onwards  to 
"  infinity.  Thus  according  to  this  maxim,  that  what 
**  are  faculties  in  us  are  per/ons  in  God,  there  may 
**  be,  nay  there  muft  be,  an  infinite  number  of 
*'  perfons  in  God.  Apage!"  -^  Defence  of  the  brief 
Hijlory  of  the  Unitarians  againft  Dr.  Sherlock's  Anjwer 
m  his  Vindication  of  the  holy  Trinity y  p.  28. 

If  I  could  fuppofe  that  your  Lx)rdlhip  had  ever 
looked  into  fuch  books  as  thefe  Unitarian  TraiiSj 
which  have  been  publifiied  about  a  century,  I  could 
almoft  think  that  you  had  borrowed  your  idea  from 
this  anonymous  anfwerer  of  Bifhop  Sherlock,  who 
puts  that  conftruftion  upon  his  words,  though  they 
do  not  appear  to  me  neceffarily  to  imply  what  he 
deduces  from  them.  For  he  fuppofcs,  with  your 
Lordftiip,  that  the  Son  was  produced  by  a  reJIeSHon 
upon  the  Father's  knowledge y  whereas  the  Bifhop 
makes  him  to  be  his  reflex  knowledge  itfelf. 

As  to  what  your  Lordfhip  fays  of  my  raflj  defiance^ 
which  I  have  again  the  rafhnefs  to  repeat,  let  our 
readers  now  judge.  "  Dr.  Prieftley's  rafh  defiance, 
"  p.  476,  I  may  place  among  the  fpecimens  with 
"  which  his  Hiftory,  and  his  Letters  to  me  abound, 
"  of  his  incompetency  in  this  fubjeft,  and  of  the 
"  effrontery  of  that  incurable  ignorance,  which  is' 
^*  ignorant  even  of  its  own  want  of  knowledge."' 

Many 
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Many  perfons  will  be  of  opinion  that  the  ipwratjce 
(which  your  Lordfhip  defcribcs  as  itklf  ignorans J 
and  alfo,  that  the  effrontery  (or  boldnefsy  which  I 
fuppofe  is  itfelf  bold)  of  which  you  here  (peak  are, 
indeed,  to  their  great  furprize,  to  be  found  /ome-- 
where  i  but  it  will  now  be  evident  that  they  are  not 
with  me. 

As  this  letter  relates  to  a  fubjeft  which  many 
perfons  will  not  be  able  to  contemplate  with  much 
gravity,  I  fhall  fubjoin  to  it  another  article  of  a 
limilar  nature. 

This  controverfy  affords  many  inftances  of  differ* 
ent  perfons  being  very  difFerendy-aflefted  by  the  fame 
reprefentation  of  things.  Your  Lordfhip  fays  in  your 
Note,  p.  49,  That  God  faying.  Let  us  make  man^ 
Gen.  i,  26.  "  defcribes  a  conjultation  between  the 
perfons  of  the  Godhead,"  and  that  "  this  is  fhewn 
with  great  brevity,  but  with  the  higheft  degree  of 
evidence,  and  perfpicuity,  by  Dr.  Kennicott." 
Now,  my  Lord,  had  any  perfon  befides  a  Trinitarian 
fuggefted  the  idea  of  any  thing  that  could  be  called  a 
^onjultaticny  being  held  by  the  three  perfons  in  the 
Godhead,  you  would  have  faid  that  it  was  blajphem- 
cus;  fince  a  confultation  among  different  perfons 
implies  a  previous  ignorance  of  each  other's  fenti- 
ments,  and  fomething  like  debate  j  and  confequently 
difference  cf  opinion  y  and  that  in  a  confultation  among 
ibree  perfons,  if  a  propofal  did  not  pleafe  any  one 
of  them,  the  other  two  would  carry  it  by  a  majority. 
But  the  idea  being  fuggefted  by  yourfelves  you  fee 
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nothing  abfurd  in  what  is  moft  obvioufly  and  nnoft 
ridiculoufly  fo, 

I  would  farther  obierve,  that  a  confultation  among 
the  perfons  of  the  trinity  clearly  fuppofes  the  ianic 
^ijiinliion  in  tbefe  perfons  as  that  which  fubfifts  in 
any  three  men,  each  of  whom  has  a  train  of  think- 
ing peculiar  to  himfelf,  and  independent  of  thole 
trains  that  are  going  on  in  the  minds  of  the  other 
twoj  fo  that  whatever  they  be  called,  they  muft  in 
reality  be  three  Gods.  If,  however,  fuch  a  conful- 
tation may,  "  with  the  higheft  degree  of  evidence, 
*'  and  even  perjpicuity"  as  your  Lordfliip  fays,  be 
inferred  from  this  phrafeology  of  Mofes,  is  it  not  a 
little  extraordinary  that  no  Jew  ever  made  the  (amc 
inference  from  the  paflage  ? 


I  amj  &c. 
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LETTER      IX. 

Of  the  Church  of  orthodox  Jewijh  Chriftians  at 
JerufaUmy  and  of  the  Veracity  of  Origen. 


UY    LORD, 


T 


O  make  it  appear  at  all  probable  that  the 
doftrine  of  the  trinity  was  taught  by  the  apoftles, 
your  Lordfhip  has  very  juftly  thought  it  neceffary 
to  find  it  among  the  Jewifh  converts,  who  cannot 
be  fuppofed  to  have  altogether  abandoned  the  faith 
which  they  received  from  them.  That  many  of 
them  were  fo  far  from  receiving  this  doftrine,  that 
they  held  it  in  abhorrence,  you  cannot  deny ;  but 
your  Lordfhip  maintains  that,  notwithftanding  this, 
there  was  a  church  of  Trinitarian  Jews  at  Jerufalem 
even  fubfequent  to  the  time  of  Adrian  j  and  becaufe 
what  Origen,  who  muft  have  known  the  faft,  fays 
concerning  the  Jewifli  chriftians  is  inconfiftent  with 
luch  a  fuppofition,  you  fcruple  not  to  call  him  a 
wilful  liar.  To  filence  "  an  adverfary,"  you  fay 
(Letters,  p.  260)  *'  he  had  recourfe  to  the  wilful 
*'  and  deliberate  allegation  of  a  notorious  falfhood*." 


♦  As  this  is  nothing  lefs  than  the  Vu  direBy  it  may  be  well  for  his 
Lord(hip  of  St.  David's  that  Origen  is  not  now  living,  and  actuated 
by  the  modern  notions  of  honour, 

E  Origen 
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Origen  evidently  makes  all  the  Jewifh  chriftians 
to  have  been  Ebionites,  and  the  Ebionites  to  have 
been  of  two  kinds,  viz.  thofe  who  held  the  do6trine 
of  the  miraculous  conception,  and  thofe  who  cfenied 
itj  but  he  fays  that  neither  of  them  admitted  the 
divinity  of  Chrift.  So  pofitive  a  teftimony  as  this, 
from  fo  refpeftable  a  charadber  (the  moft  fo,  I  will 
venture  to  fay,  that  his  age,  or  that  any  age,  can 
boaft)  one  would  have  thought,  could  not  have 
failed  to  have  foirie  weight  with  perfons  who  had 
not  intirely  bid  farewel  to  Ihame,  and  who  were 
not  determined  to  fupport  an  hypothefis  at  any  rau. 
It  is  not  only  the  teftimony  of  a  man  of  the  greateft 
purity  of  charafter  in  all  rcfpefts,  but  delivered  in 
the  face  of  all  the  world,  who  could  not  but  have 
known  it  to  be  a  falfhood,  if  it  had  been  one;  and 
therefore  could  not  have  had  any  other  effi:6):  than 
to  expofe  himfelf.  It  is,  in  fa£t,  to  fuppoie  that  a 
man  of  the  greateft  integrity  in  the  world  would  tcU 
a  lie  in  circumftances  in  which  the  greatieft  liar 
would  have  told  the  truth. 

This  account  which  Origen  has  given  of  the 
Ebionites  is  alfo  given  by  him  as  an  exprefs  contra- 
diftion  to  what  his  adverfary  had  faid  with  re(pe6h 
to  a  known  fa^y  his  ignorance  of  which  he  is  expof- 
ing.  Would  he,  then,  have  knowingly  expofed  him- 
felf to  the  charge  of  purpofely  mifreprefenting  the 
very  thing  which  he  was  there  charging  his  enemy 
with  mifreprefenting?  Moreover,  this  treatife  of 
Origen  was  written  by  him  late  in  life,  and  is  the 
moft  elaborate  of  all  his  compofitions  \  fo  that  there 
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can  be  no  doubt  of  its  having  been  written  with  the 
greateft  circunifpeftion.  It  is  a  defence  of  chrif- 
tianity,  then  perfecuted,  againft  the  heathens  who 
were  its  perfecutors.  In  thefe  circumftances,  would 
not  a  heathen  philofopher  have  rejoiced  to  expofe 
fuch  a  writer  as  Origen,  and  the  caufe  in  which  he 
was  engaged;  glad  as  the  heathens  always  were  to 
load  the  chriftians  with  unmerited  calumnies  of  the 
molt  atrocious  kind  i 

If  ever  any  man  had  a  motive  to  keep  himfeif 
within  the  bounds  of  truth  it  was  Origen  in  this 
particular  cafe,  a  man  who  was  confidered  as  at  the 
head  of  the  chriftians,  and  of  whom  the  greateft  men 
which  that  and  the  following  age  produced,  fuch  as 
Dionyfius  of  Alexandria,  Firmilian  of  Cappadocia, 
and  Gregory  of  Neocsefarca,  were  the  greateft  ad- 
mirers. Would  fuch  men  as  thefe  have  been  fo 
wonderfully  attached,  as  they  are  known  to  have 
been,  to  Origen,  if  he  had  been  2l  wilful  liar? 

Can  it  then  be  fuppofed  that  fuch  a  man  as  this, 
in  the  circumftances  in  which  he  wrote,  would  have 
aflerted  concerning  the  Jewifti  chriftians  in  general, 
that  they  were  all  Unitarians,  though  fome  of  them 
were  believers  in  the  miraculous  conceptidn,  if  it 
had  been  notorious  (as,  if  it  had  been  true,  it  muft 
have  been)  that  there  was  then  exifting  a  whole 
church  of  Trinitarian  Jewilh  chriftians  in  Judea,  the 
country  in  which  he  refided  a  great  part  of  his 
time,  and  in  which  he  probably  wrote  this  veiy 
treatife?     Such  a  church,  efpccially  in  Jerufalem, 
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could  not  but  have  been  highly  rcfpc6ted,  as  the 
common  mother  of  all  chriftian  churches*  Could 
he  alfo  have  faid  of  thcfe  Jewilh  chriftians,  that  they 
adhered  to  the  peculiar  laws  of  their  anceftors,  when 
it  could  not  but  have  been  equally  notorious  that 
they  had  deferted  them  ? 

If  we  look  into  hiftory,  we  ihall  find  no  mention 
of  any  fuch  church  of  Trinitarian  Jewifli  chriftians 
who  had  abandoned  the  inftitutions  of  Mofes,  or  of 
the  bifhops  of  it^  though  many  traniadtions  art 
recorded  in  which  they  could  not  but  have  been 
concerned,  in  common  with  other  churches,  and 
their  bifhops.  And  if  thefe  Jewifh  chriftians  formed 
a  church,  it  muft  have  been  feparate  from  the  Greek 
church,  and  have  had  feparate  bifhops  i  for  die 
congregation  could  not  have  underftood  the  Greek 
language. 

This  circumflance  your  Lordfhip  intirely  over- 
looked when  you  afTcrted,  Letters,  p.  59,  that  thelc 
Hebrew  chriftians  were  of  the  "  church  of  Jenifa- 
"  lem,  when  that  church  was  under  the  government  of 
"  bifhops  of  the  uncircumcifion."  What  connexion 
could  they  have  with  a  church,  the  public  fervice  of 
which- they  could  not  have  underftood  ?  Worfhip- 
ping  in  an  unknown  tongue  was  hardly  introduced 
at  fo  early  a  period.  And  leaft  of  all  can  it  be 
fuppofed  that  the  Jews  would  have  abandoned  a 
language  fo  refpeftable  for  its  antiquity  and  facred- 
nefs  as  their  own,  for  the  Greek,  or  any  other 
whatever. 
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All  the  accounts  of  the  defl:ru6tion  of  Jerufakm 
by  Adrian  are  fuch  as  arc  abfolutely  inconfiftent 
with  the  fuppofition  of  the  exiftence  of  any  fuch 
church.  They  all  fay  that,  after  this  event,  no  Jewy 
without  naaking  any  exception  in  favour  of  chriftian 
Jews,  was  allowed  to  remain  in  the  place ;  and  they 
cxprefsly  fpeak  of  the  new  church  which  was  formed 
in  the  place,  as  confifting  wholly  of  Gentiles^  perfons 
who  made  ufe  of  the  Greek  language,  Marcus  being 
their  firft  bifliop.  All  modem  hiftorians  of  credit, 
fuch  as  Fleury  and  Tillemont,  as  much  interefted 
as  yourfelf  to  find  an  orthodox  Jewifh  church  at 
Jerufalem,  or  any  where  elfe,  underftood  thefe  hif- 
torians cxaftly  as  I  do. 

To  this  mafs  of  evidence  from  the  cleareft  fa6ts, 
and  the  ftrongeft  probabilities,  your  Lordfhip  oppofes 
what  is  mod  likely  to  have  been  a  mere  idle  (lory 
picked  up  by  Epiphanius,  of  Aquila  (the  fame  who 
tranflated  the  fcriptures  from  Hebrew  into  Greek) 
being  appointed  by  Adriart  to  furvey  the  works 
which  he  was  erefting  at  Jcnifalem,  and  being 
converted  to  chriftianity  by -Jews  who  had  returned 
from  Pella ;  though  he  exprefsly  fays  that  this  return 
was  after  the  deftruftion  of  Jerufalem  by  the  Ro- 
mans, and  not  after  the  difperfion  by  Adrian. 

You  now  fay,  p.  371,  "  But  the  queftion  is 
^*  not  at  what  time  the  Jewifh  chriftians  whom 
*^  Aquila  found  at  iElia  had  returned  thither,  but  at 
**  what  time  he  converted  with  them.  Epiphanius 
"  fays  he  converfed  with  them  at  the  time  that  he 
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"  was  fuperintendcnt  of  Adrian*s  works  at  ^lia, 
"  At  that  time,  therefore,  there  were  Hebrew  chrif. 
"  tians  fettled  at  -Slia,  or  they  could  not  then  have 
*^  converfed  with  Aquila." 

But  furely,  my  Lord,  as  I  obferved  before  (third 
fet  of  Letters,  p.  24.)  though  you  have  not  thought 
proper  to  notice  it,  "  it  mud  be  of  confequcnce  to 
^'  this  argument  to  know  whether  Aquila  was  rcfid- 
ing  at  Jerufalem  after  the  deftruftion  of  that  city 
by  Adrian;  and  this  is  more  than  Epiphanius 
*^  fays,  or  is  at  all  probable  in  itfelf.  For  the  re- 
"  building  of  JenifaJem  by  Adrian,  in  which  Aquila 
"  is  fuppofed  to  have  been  employed  by  bim,  was 
*^  undertaken  in  the  thirteenth  year  of  his  rdgn, 
"  a  year  before  the  revolt  of  the  Jews,  and  it  was 
*^  not  till  the  eighteenth  of  Adrian  that  they  were 
''  intirely  fubdued." 


Your  Lorpfliip  may  well  fay  that  I  have  cmbar- 
raffed  your  argument  Vith  ri?r^»o/^^/V^/  difficulties  i 
and  when  chronology  is  againft  a  man,  he  is  naturally 
againft  chronology.  Find,  if  you  can,  any  evidence 
of  Adrian  carrying  on  any  works  at  Jerufalem  after 
the  deftruclion  of  that  city  by  him;  or  find,  if  you 
can,  in  any  writer,  of  more  or  lefs  credit,  the  mention 
of  Aquila,  or  of  any  Jew  whatever,  employed  by 
Adrian  or  not,  as  refiding  in  Jerufalem  after  that  event. 
Your  argument  requires  that  there  fhould  be  both 
chriftian  Jews,  and  Aquila  to  be  converted  by  them, 
at  a  period  when  I  affert,  on  the  authority  of  all 
ancient  hiftorians,  and  in  no  contradiction  even  to 
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Epiphaniusi  your  own  authority,  that  neither  Aquila 
to  be  converted,  nor  any  Jewifli  chriftians  to  convert 
him,  could  have  been  in  the  place.  Let  the  reader 
now  judge  which  of  us  two  gets  rid  of  our  difficulties^ 
as  you  fay,  p.  371,  "  by  making  pofitive  teftimony 
*'  fubmit  to  our  theories."  What  I  fay  is  from  the 
cleared:  and  moft  indifputable  teflimonyi  and  what 
you  fay  is  from  theory  onfy,  unfupported  by  any 
teftimony  whatever,  nay  in  direft  contradiction  to 
every  teftimony  which  thofc  times  furnifh. 

"  I  maintain,"  you  fay,  p.  371,  *'  that  there  is 
*^  no  reafon  to  believe  that  the  Hebrew  chriftians 
"  quiedy  fettled  at  JElh  before  the  JewiOi  rebellion 
*'  were  included  in  Adrian's  edift  for  the  banifhmenc 
*'  of  the  Jews,"  But  were  not  Hebrew  chriftians 
Hebrews y  or  Jews,  and  were  not  all  the  Jews,  with- 
out any  diftinAion  of  chriftians  or  no  chriftians, 
baniihed  both  from  that  place,  and  from  the  diftri£);, 
by  Adrian  ? 

Your  Lordfhip's  attachment  to  tbeory,  and  your 
inattention  tofaUSy  in  this  cafe,  is  not  a  little  curious. 
To  make  Jerufalem  a  fafe  afylum  for  the  chriflian 
Jews  after  the  revolt  of  their  countrymen,  you  fuppofe, 
what  is  indeed  probable  enough,  that  the  chriftians 
had  no  concern  in  it.  But  that  they  were  noticed,  and 
favoured  by  the  emperor  on  that  account,  is  a  mere 
conjedture.  You  add  that,  "  had  they  not  difcarded 
"  the  Jewifh  rites  they  might  have  been  miftaken 
**  for  Jews,"  and  therefore,  following  your  theory, 
according  to  which  they  were  not  miftaken  for  Jews, 
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and  ncglefting  all  authority  from  faH^  and  contrary 
both  to  all  probability  and  the  uniform  teftimony  of 
all  antiquity,  you  fay  they  bad  difcarded  thofe  rites, 
which  is  nothing,  more  than  an  inference  from  a 
conje£lure. 

On  the  contrary,  all  antiquity  fays  that  the  Jewiih 
chriftians,  without  making  any  diftindion>  were 
rigoroufly  attached  to  the  obfervance  of  their  law* 
Nothing  can  be  more  evident  that  they  were  fo  dur- 
ing all  the  time  of  the  apoftlesj  who  aUb,  Paul 
himfelf  not  excepted,  conformed  to  every  pundtilio 
of  the  Mofaic  ritual,  and  never  authorized  any 
befide  the  Gentile  converts  to  negleft  it  A  fyftem 
of  peculiar  rites  is,  I  doubt  not,  to  diftinguifli  that 
remarkable  nation,  chriftians  or  not,  to  the  end  of 
time ;  and  without  being  confounded  with  the  reft 
of  the  world,  they  are  to  be,  if  there  be  any  truth 
m  prophecy,  the  moft  diftinguiflied  nation  upon 
earth.  Of  this  I  think  I  have  given  fufficient  proof 
in  the  T^beologkal  Repofitoryy  a  work  from  which 
you,  my  Lord,  though  a  bifhop,  might  learn  much, 
though  it  is  not  probable  you  ever  will. 

After  thefe  obfervations  I  fubmit  the  following 
curious  paragraph  of  yourLordfliip's,  p.  499,  to  the 
infpeftion  of  our  readers.  "  The  difturbed  foun- 
"  dations  of  the  church  of  iElia  are  again  fettled. 
"  I  could  wifh  to  truft  them  to  their  own  folidity 
"  to  withftand  any  future  attacks.  I  could  wifti  to 
"  take  my  final  leave  of  this  unpleafing  taflc  of 
"  hunting  an  uninformed  uncandid  adverfary  dirough 
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^*  the  mazes  of  his  bldnders,  and  the  fubterfuges  of  his 
**  fophiftry.  But  \  have  found  by  the  experience  of 
"  this  conflift  that  a  perfon  once  engaged  in  contro- 
verfy,  is  not  entirely  at  liberty  to  chufe  for  himfelf 
to  what  length  he  will  carry  the  difpute,  and  when 
"  he  will  defift.  I  perceive  that  I  was  guilty  of 
an  indifcretion  in  difcovering  an  early  averfion  to 
the  continuance  of  the  conteft.  My  adverlary 
perhaps  would  have  been  lefs  hardy  in  aflertion, 
and  more  circumfpeft  in  argument,  had  I  not 
given  him  reafon  to  expeft  that  every  aflertion 
*'  would  pafs  uncontradi6ted,  and  every  argument 
"  uncanvaffed.  Unambitious  as  I  therefore  ftill 
"  remain  of  the  honour  of  the  laft  word,  be  it  how- 
'*  ever  underftood  that,  if  Dr.  Prieftley  fhould  think 
"  proper  to  make  any  further  defence,  or  any  new 
**  attack,  I  am  not  pledged  either  to  reply,  or  be 
''  nient/' 

My  Lord,  in  humble  imitation  of  your  Lordfhip's 
ftyle,  I  will  fay,  the  foundations  of  your  church  of 
Trinitarian  Jews  at  Jerufalem,  after  the  time  of 
Adrian,  are  again,  and  I  will  venture  to  fay,  for  ever^ 
overturned ;  and  a  church,  the  foundations  of  which 
were  attempted  to  be  laid  on  the  grofleft  calumny, 
a{)d  on  the  ruins  of  the  faireft  charafter  that  chrif- 
tian  hiftory  has  to  exhibit,  could  not  expeft  any 
better  fate.  And  it  has  fallen  where  it  ought  to  have 
done,  on  the  head  of  the  architeft.  To  this  bardinefs 
ef  offer tion^  of  an  uninformed  and  uncandtd  adverfary^ 
it  is  pcrfeftly  indifferent,  to  himfelf  whether  your 
Lordihip  reply,  or  be  filent.    He  only  wifhes  to 
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wilful  falfifier)  ofhiftoryy  and  a  drfamer  of  the  charaScr 
ef  the  dead. 

To  ftiew  that  I  am  not  ambitious  of  having  the 
laft  word,  except  where  I  have  fomething  of  im- 
portance to  add,  I  alfo  freely  fubmit  to  our  readers 
what  your  Lordlhip  has  added  in  your  fixth  Difier* 
tation  concerning  Jeromes  orthodox  Hebrew  cbrijiians, 
in  anfwer  to  the  fourth  of  my  third  fet  of  Letters. 
That  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes  were  only  two 
names  for  the  fame  fet  of  people,  and  that  they  were 
all,  as  far  as  we  know,  believers  in  the  fimple 
humanity  of  Chrift,  I  have  abundantly  proved  in 
my  Hijlory  of  early  Opinions  concerning  Jefus  Chrift ; 
and  certainly  your  Lordfhip's  not  chufing  to  look 
into  that  work  cannot  be  called  an  anfwer  to  it.  Till 
I  do  fee  fomething  at  lead  flaufibly  advanced  in 
anfwer  to  what  I  have  there  alleged,  I  ftiall  think  it 
unneceffary  to  fay  any  thing  farther  on  the  fubjedt. 

I  am,  &c. 
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The  Ccnclujiom 


MY  LORDj 

^T^HIS  controvcrfy  will,  I  hope,  teach  your  Lord- 
(hip  and  others,  that  whatever  efFe£b  a  bold, 
contemptuous,  and  impofing  manner  may  have  in 
converfatioTiy  it  is  attended  with  no  lading  advantage 
in  writing,  when  the  big  words,  and  haughty  airs, 
may  be  examined  at  leifure,  and  their  infignificancc 
be  feen  through.  Your  Lordlhip's  infolencc  has 
exceeded  that  of  Warburton ;  but  even  his  learning 
was  not  able  to  gain  any  lafting -credit  to  the  ftrange 
paradoxes  that  he  advanced.  They  fcrved  to  amufe 
his  cotemporarics,  but  are  now  almoft  funk  into 
oblivion.  What  then  will  be  the  fate  of  your  Lord- 
lhip's paradoxical  aflertions,  ftill  more  extravagant 
than  his,  advanced  with  greater  effrontery,  and  yet 
deftitute  of  the  leaft  fupport  in  a  real  knowledge  of 
antiquity  ? 

On  fome  of  the  fubjefts  on  which  your  Lord- 
Ihip  advanced  to  the  charge  with  the  greateft  confi- 
dence, my  replies  have  been  fo  efFedtual,  that  yon 
have  not  attempted  any  defence,   cfpecially  with 
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reiped  of  that  paflage  of  Athanafius,  in  which  he 
accounts  for  the  great  number  of  Unitarians  in  the 
age  of  the  apoftles,  by  faying  that  "  the  Jewifh 
**  chriftians  were  fo  firmly  perfuaded  that  their 
^^  Meffiah  was  to  be  a  mere  man^  that  the  apoftles 
"  themfelves  were  obliged  to  ufe  great  caution  in 
'*  divulging  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift." 
This  was  the  conftruftion  that  Beaufobre^  Dr.  Lard- 
ner,  and  I  believe  every  other  peribn  who  has  quoted 
the  paiTage,  put  upon  it^  though^  contrary  to  all 
probability^  you  have  maintained  that  he  meant  the 
unbelieving  Jews  only,  with  refpeft  to  whom  the 
obfervation  was  wholly  impertinent* 

I  have  clearly  (hewn,  by  a  feries  of  quotations 
from  writers  of  a  very  early  to  thofe  of  a  very 
late  period,  that  what  I  have  afcribed  to  Athanafius 
was  the  idea  of  the  chriftian  writers  in  general,  and 
cfpecially  that  of  Chryfoftom  j  fo  that  I  think  it 
will  hardly  be  difputed  again;  and  yet  what  excla- 
mations did  not  you,  and  your  worthy  ally  Mr. 
Badcock,  make  upon  that  fubjeft,  as  if  I  wilfully 
mifconftrued  the  paffage  ?  But  they  were  the  excla- 
mations of  ignorance. 

On  this  fubjeft  your  Lordftiip  has  very  prudently 
chofen  to  be  filent.  An  ingenuous  mind,  however, 
would  candidly  acknowledge  the  force  of  an  argu- 
ment to  which  he  was  not  able  to  reply.  It  has 
more  than  once  been  done  by  Dr.  Price,  but  not 
once  by  the  Bilhop  of  St.  David's  j  and  this  is  a 
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circumllance  that  marks  greatne/s  of  mind  in  the  one, 
and  linknefs  in  the  other. 

I  fhall  farther  obferve,  at  the  clofe  of  this  fet  of 
Letters,  that  the  haughtinefs  your  Lordfhip  has 
affumed  as  a  churcbmafty  and  the  contempt  with 
which  you  have  always  affefted  to  fpeak  oiDiJfenters^ 
does  not  become  a  man  whofe  grandfather,  if  I  have 
not  been  mifinformed,  was  a  diffenting  minifter,  and 
whofe  father  was  educated  for  one.  But  perhaps 
this  very  circumftance  may  lead  to  the  true  caufe 
of  the  phasnomenon  j  for  fuch  is  its  operation  on 
fome  minds.  Where  the  fufpicion  of  a  leaning  to 
an  old  connexion  will  naturally  fall,  they  think  they 
can  never  do  enough  to  guard  againft  that  fufpicion. 

This  controverfy,  I  imagine,  has  not  tended  to 
recommend  the  Dilflcnters  to  your  Lordlhip.  It  is 
faid  that  fince  you  have  been  Bifhop  of  St.  David's 
you  have  refufed  to  ordain  any  peribn  educated  in 
the  fchool  of  a  Diflcnter,  particularly  a  moft  re- 
fpeftable  one,  which  has  fupplied  the  diocefe  with 
many  of  its  moft  valuable  clergymen  s  alledging 
that,  though  they  had  received  nothing  more  than 
ckffical  learning  from  Diflenters,  they  would  be  too 
friendly  to  them.  It  looks  as  if  in  every  Diflenter 
your  I.ordlhip  dreaded  a  fcourge  to  yourfelf.  Your 
Lordftiip's  diocefe,  however,  is  faid  to  abound  with 
them,  and  on  this  account  you  will  probably  con- 
fider  it  as  another  Augean  ftable.  But  it  is  not  a 
Hercules  that  is  fent  to  it;  and  I  will  venture  to 
prcdift  that  the  number  of  Diflenters  will  not  be 
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lellened  by  your  Lordfhip's  means,  any  more  than 
the  number  of  Unitarians  in  this  country  by  your 
controverfy  with  me*. 

Some  time  ago  your  Lordfliip  advertized  (bme* 
thing  on  the  fubjeft  of  the  Corporation  and  ^eftABs^ 

*  Since  the  above  was  written^  I  have  been  informed  that  the  Bi(bop 
of  St.  David^s  has  fcnt  the  following  circular  ktter  to  the  clergy  of  his 
diocefe. 

"  REVEREND  SIR, 

"  Sir  William  Manfell  has  declared  himfelf  a  candidate  to  reprHcnt 

<  the  borough  of  Caermarthen  in  the  next  parliament.  I  cannot  refraia 

<  fi-om  declaring  that  he  has  my  heartieft  good  wiihes.  Mr.  Phillips,  the 

*  prefent  member,   has  received  the  thanks  of  the  Di (Tenters,  for  the 

<  part  he  took  in  the  late  attempt  to  overtlu-ow  our  ecclefiaftica]  confti- 

*  tudon  by  the  repeal  of  the  Coqx>ration  and  Teft  A6ls.    By  this  it  is 

<  eafy  to  guefs  what  part  he  is  likely  to  take  in  any  future  attempt  for 

*  the  fame  purpofe. 
'*  I  hope  that  I  (hall  not  have  the  mortification  to  find  a  Ongle  dogy- 

<  man  in  my  diocefe,  who  will  be  fo  falfe  to  his  own  charaf^,  and 

<  his  duty  to  the  eftablifhed  church,   as  to  give  his  vote  to  any  xox^ 

*  who  has  difcovered  fuch  principles. 

**  I  am.  Rev.  Sir, 
Aberguilly,        **  Your  afFeftionatc  brother  and  faithful  fenrant, 
Aug.  24.,  1789.  "  Samuel  St.  David's.** 

This,  I  (hould  have  imagined,  was  an  unjuftifiable  interference  of 
a  member  of  the  upper  houfe  of  parliament,  in  the  ele6lion  of  members 
for  the  loiver  houfe.  Be  this  as  it  will,  it  certainly  fhews  his  Lofd- 
fhip's  great  apprehenfions  for  the  fafety  of  the  eftabliihed  church,  which 
muft  be  gootl  news  to  the  more  violent  Diifentcrs.  For  if,  in  the 
opinion  of  this  ever  watchful  guardian,  it  be  liable  to  be  fhaken  by  fuch 
a  circumitance  as  this,  its  foundation  muft  be  very  weak  indeed,  and 
confequently  its  downfal  may  vciy  foon  be  expelled.  It  would,  theiv- 
fore,  perhaps,  have  been  betLCr  policy  in  his  Lordfhip  to  have  concealed 
his  apprehenfions  by  the  apjiearance  of  a  more  fcarlcfs  magnanimity. 

To  thofe  who  have  a  better  opinion  of  the  ftability  of  the  church  of 
England,  the  idea  of  his  Lordfhip  muft  appear  perfeftly  S^uixoUc.  We 
conlider  him  as  fuch  a  charaflcr  as  the  public  has  not  been  entertained 
with  fmce  the  days  of  Sacheverel. 

but 
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but  it  was  fuppreiled.  Now  is  the  time  to  bring 
it  forward;  and  we  Diflenters  wifti  much  to  fee  it; 
not  doubting  but  that,  like  every  other  produftion 
of  your  LordIhip*s  pen,  it  will,  with  refpeft  both  to 
fentiment  and  language^  be  a  curiofity  of  its  kind. 

From  the  manner  in  which  I  have  taken  the 
liberty  to  addrefs  your  Lordftiip,  on  every  fubjeft 
on  which  you  have  thought  proper  to  refume  the 
controverfy  between  us  (and  having  had  your  choice, 
it  cannot  be  doubted  but  that  you  have  aimed  at 
what  you  thought  to  be  the  moft  vulnerable  parts). 
Your  Lordfliip  may  be  confident  that  it  will  be 
taken  for  granted,  that  you  wHl  make  a  reply,  if 
you  think  it  poflible  to  make  one  with  effcft; 
especially  as  you  now  fay  that  you  are  no  longer 
pledged  to  be  Jilenty  and  you  condemn  your  former 
imprudence  in  prematurely  declaring  that  you  would 
not  continue  this  controverfy. 

Come  forth  then  again,  my  Lord,  and  to  all  your 
powers  of  language,  be  pleafed  to  add  thofe  of  argu- 
ment.  If  you  have  hitherto  only  trifled,  as  an  indolent 
man  naturally  might  do,  with  an  uninformed  ad-- 
verfary,  unfortunately  ignorant  of  bis  own  ignorance 
(in  which,  however,  your  Lordfliip  has  obligingly 
taken  fome  pains  to  inftruft  him)  trifle  no  longer. 
You  muft:  by  this  time  have  fcen  the  inconvenience 
of  it.  To  ufe  your  own  high  Platonic  language. 
Come  forth  with  the  full  projeilion  of  aU your  energies, 
and  if  poflible,  overwhelm  me  at  once,  Confider, 
my  Lord,  that  while,  in  the  late  war,  America  was 

F  thus 
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thus  trifled  with,  it  was  loft,  and  take  warning  hf 
that  example.  That,  my  Lord,  was  a  fiital  blow 
to  your  fyftem  of  diocefan  epifcopacyj  and  an  un*^ 
anfwerable  argument  againft  all  that  you  can  alkge 
in  favour  of  the  neceffity,  or  expediency,  of  the 
eftablijhment  of  any  form  of  religion  hj  civU  fewer. 

Build  once  more,  if  your  Lordfliip  can  any  where 
find  materials,  your  favourite  church  of  orthodox 
Jewifti  chriftians  at  Jerufalem,  or  aflail  once  more 
the  charafter  of  Origen.  Bring  new  ai^uments  to 
prove  that  Tertullian's  idiota  were  Englifh  uHois^ 
or  defcribe  the  curious  procefs  by  which  a  fiither 
may  generate  a  fon  by  contemplating  his  own 
perfeftions.  You  have  topics  enow,  my  Lord> 
before  you,  and  fome  of  them  muft  not  be  unworthy 
of  your  Lordlhip's  wonderful  talents. 

As  a  ftimulus  to  your  Lordfliip,  and  others  in 
your  church,  who  ought  to  be  equally  zealous  in 
the  caufe  of  orthodoxy,  I  fliall  remind  you  of  the 
animated  exhortation  to  the  ftudy  of  the  chriftian 
Fathers  with  which  Cave  concludes  the  Prolegomns 
to  his  Hiftoria  liieraria. 

Having  fliewn  the  importance  of  thefe  ftudies 
with  refpeft  to  the  Catholics  he  adds,  '^  Nor*  are 
"  new  arguments  wanting  to  the  profecution  of 
"  thefe  ftudies,  efpecially  from  the  unhappy  itch  of 

•  Neque  ad  profcqucnilum  hoc  no)iile  inftitutum  nova  nobis  defunt 
argumenta»  praefertiin  ab  infaulla  ilia  insreniorum  noftri  temporii  in 
MOXoii^iM  pi'urigiuc  quae  lot  aiuiquas  hxrclcs  ccclefiae  catholiae  judicio 

conftanter 


LORD   BISHOP   OF   ST.   DAVID's.  67 

'^  heccrodoxf  in  perfons  of  our  own  age^  which  has 
**  revived  fo  many  ancient  herefies,  which  had  been 
*'  conftandy  condemned  by  the  church.  The  dif- 
**  ciples  of  Arius,  or  rather  of  Photinus,  are  extend- 
**  ing  themfelves  every  where.  Seeing  their  caufe 
*^  condemned  by  the  tribunal  of  the  primitive  church, 
they  attack  antiquity  itfelf,  and  trample  upon  the 
venerable  witneffes  of  the  primitive  faith. 


€€ 


*^  The  Nicene  creed  is  a  conftant  beam  in  the 
•*  eyes  of  thcfe  men,  and  they  treat  Athanafius, 
**  Hilary,  and  the  other  champions  of  it,  worfe  than 
*'  dogs  or  ferpents.  They,  however,  boaft  of  their 
**  antiquity,  but  it  is  the  offspring  of  the  old  ferpent. 
•'  They  have  their  Fathers^  but  whom  ?  Ebion, 
"  Cerinthus,  Symmachus,  Theodotion,  Paulus  Sa- 
**  mofatenfis,  Photinus,  and  others.  Thefe  they 
**  boaft  of  as  their  predeceffors,  and  the  fathers  of 
•*  their  faith.  As  to  the  Catholic  writers,  they  either 
**  rejeft  them,  elude  the  force  of  their  arguments 
•*  by  fophiftry,  or,  what  is  more  extraordinary,  en- 
•'  deavour  to  draw  them  over  to  their  party." 

conftanter  damnatas,  ab  orco  rcvocavit.  Pomonia  fua  longe  latcque 
miper  apudnos  dilatarunt  famofifltnii  hxrefiarchae  Alexandrini  difcipuli, 
leu  Phodni  potius  gregalcs  et  afl*ecls ;  qui  cum  videant  pro  veteris 
ccclefue  tribuiiali  fc  caufam  fuam  fuftlncre  non  pofTe,  in  ipfam  infui^nt 
antjquitatem,  et  venerandos  primaevx  fidei  tcftcs  lacerant,  conculcant, 
rxecrantur.  Perpetua  his  hominibus  f'udes  in  oculis  Nicxna  fide* 
cujus  hyperafpiftas  Athanafium  Hiiarium,  &c.  cane  pejus  et  anguc 
traducunt  odio.  HalM:nt  quidem  fuam  quam  ja^Vitant  antiquitatem, 
fed  antiqui  illius  ferpentis  progcniem.  Suos  habent  patres,  fed  quo«  ? 
Ebioncm,  Cerinthum,  Syinniachum,  Theodotioncniy  Paulum  Saino- 
fatenum,  Photinum,  et  alios. 

Hos  venditant  prxcurfores  fuos ;  his  fidei  paitntibut  Unitarii  noftii 
SJoiiaatur.     Catholicos  aut  aperte  reiiciunt,  aut  eorum  teilimonia 

Y  z  fftphifticii 
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"  Our  ftudious  youth,  therefore,  muft  be. exhorted 
"  to  be  upon  the  watch,  and  muft  apply  with  all 
"  their  might  to  the  works  of  the  ancients;  tha^ 
"  protcfted  by  thefe  arms,  they  may  repel  the  attacks 
"  of  their  adverfaries,  anfwer  their  fophiftry^  and 
"  fuccefsfully  defend  the  caufe  of  the  Catholic,  and 
"  confequendy  that  of  the  Englifh,  church.  Stand 
^^  ye  in  the  way  and  fee y  and  ajk  for  the' old  paths, 
"  where  is  the  good  way^  and  walk  therein.  Jeremiah 
"  vi.  1 6.     Thefe  writings  will  Ihew  us  the  lurking 

holes  of  the  ferpents.    Thefe  will  bring  us  to  the 

very  fountain  of  truth. 


It 

cc 
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"  I  fliall  conclude  with  an  excellent  paflage  from 
Tertullian,  *  If  thefe  things  be  fo,  it  is  plain 
^  that  whatever  opinion  agrees  with  the  apoflx>lic 
^  churches,  where  our  faith  originated,  it  is  to  be 
'  confidered  as  true ;   fince  they,  no  doubt,  hold 

*  what  the  church  received  from  the  apoftles,  the 
'  apoftles  from  Chrift,  and  Chrift  from  God.     And 

*  every  doftrine  is  to  be  confidered  ^falfe^  which  is 
'  contrary  to  that  truth  which  was  taught  by  the 

fophifticis  argutiis  illudunt,  aut,  quod  caput  eft,  In  fuas  rsepenumero 
partes  pertrahere  nituntur.  Evigilandum  igitur  ftudiofz  juventuti 
toti(que  viribus  fcnptis  vctcnim  gnaviter  incumbendum,  ut  his  annis 
muniti  advcrfanorum  tela  retundant,  fophifmata  folvant,  et  ecclelui 
catholics,  ac  proinde  Anglicans,  caufam  feliciter  propugnent.  State 
fuper  vias  &  videtc,  et  interrogate  de  femitis  antiquis,  qus  iit  via  bona 
et  ambulate  in  ea,  Jerem.  6.  i6.  Hsc  nobis  ferpentum  latibub 
nionftrabit,  hsec  ad  ipfifUmum  veritatis  fontem  nos  refla  ducet.  Clau- 
dam  hxc  optimis  Tertulliani  verbis.  De  praefcript.  Haeret.  c.  ii. 
p.  209.  Si  hsc  ita  funt,  conftat  omnem  do^binam  quae  cui.  •xcieiiit 
apoitolicis  matricibus  &  originalibus  fidei  confpiret  veritati  deputaiulam} 
fine  dubio  tenentem  quod  ecclefiae  ab  apoftoiis,  apoftoli  a  Chrifto, 
Chrifhis  a  Deo  accepit  j  Omnem  vero  do6lrinam  dc  mendacio  pnejudi- 

caoiQ80& 
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*  churches,  by  the  apoftles,  by  Chrift,  and  by  God, 
'  Yoii  therefore  who  wilh  to  excrcife  your  curiofity 

*  in  things  relating  to  your  falvation,  vifit  the  apof- 
'  tolical  churches,  where  the  chairs  of  the  apoftles 

*  ftill  arc,  and  where  their  authentic  letters  are  read, 

*  fo  that  you  feem  to  fee  and  hear  them  in  perfon. 

*  De  Prefcriptione,  cap.  ai.  2^.    Upon  the  whole, 

*  if  that  be  true  which  was  the  moft  ancient,  and 
^  that  be  the  moft  ancient  which  was  from  the 
'  beginning,  and  that  was  from  the  beginning  which 

*  was  from  the  apoftles,  it  will  be  equally  evident, 
'  that  that  was  from  the  apoftles  which  is  held  facred 
'  in  the  apoftolical  churches."  Adv.  Marcionem, 
J_^»  4*  c»  ^. 

*'  Furnifhed  with  thefe  arms,  let  us  defend  our 
**  own  principles,  and  anfwer  thofe  who  aflc  a  reafon 
"  of  our  faith,  which  we  profefs  to  be  that  which 
**  is  truly  primitive,  catholic,  and  apoftolic.  Such 
**  are  our  principles,  that  we  have  no  reafon  to  de- 
*^  cline  the  difcuflion  of  them  before  the  tribunal  of 
**  the  pureft  antiquity.     Let  us  then  abandon  all 

candam  quae  fapiat  contra  veritatem  eccleiiarum  et  apoftolorum  et 
Chrifti  et  Dei.— Ibid,  c.  36.  p.  215.  Age  jairf  qui  voles  curiofitateni 
melius  exercere  in  negotio  falutls  tuae,  percurre  ecclefias  apoftolicasy 
apud  quas  ipfae  adhuc  cathedrae  apoftolorum  fuis  locis  praeddent,  apud 
quas  ipfae  authenticx  literae  eonim  recitantur,  fonantes  vocem,  & 
reprsefentantes  faciem  uniufcujufque.  Advers.  Marcion,  1.  4.  c.  5. 
p.  415.  Alibique,  In  Summa,  ft  conftat  id  verius  quod  prius,  idprius 
quod  et  ab  initio,  id  ab  initio  quod  ab  apoltolis ;  pariter  utique  conAabit 
id  efle  ab  apoilolis  traditum,  (}uod  apud  ecclefias  apoftolorum  fuerit 
facrofan^um. 

His  igitur  armis  optime  inftiiifli  iimus,  parati  Temper  no(ba  tuen, 
iiique  refpondere,  qui  fidei  noftrae  (quam  vere  primitivym,  catholicam> 
•poftolicam  effe  fan^e  profitemur)  rationem  requifiverint.     Neque 

F  3  emim 
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"  ufelcfs  purfuits,  knotty  trifles,  violent  contentions, 
*'  ridiculous  and  abfurd  difputations;  and  letuspafi 
"  our  time,  not  in  places  of  public  bufincfa,  or 
"  diverfion,  running  about  like  buffoons,  attending 
"  the  levees  of  the  great,  and  courting  their  favour; 
''  but  in  pulpits,  in  cathedral  chairs,  and  in  the 
"  reccfles  of  our  libraries ;  diligently  applying  to 
*'  thofe  ftudies  which  have  for  their  objeft  the  good 
"  of  the  church,  the  falvation  of  fouls,  the  knowledge 
**  of  antiquity,  and  all  ufefiil  literature." 


C( 


cc 
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Do  you  efpecially  apply  to  thefe  facred  ftudies 
with  all  your  might  who  are  blelled  with  ability 
and  leifure,  who  are  high  in  rank,  and  in  the 
pofleflion  of  thofe  emoluments  which  the  piety 
^'  of  our  anceftors  has  confecrated  as  the  rewards  of 
"  ufeful  learning,  and  excitements  to  greater  dili- 
"  gence.  Let  us  diftinguifh  ourfelves  by  piety  and 
"  facred  literature.  Let  the  venerable  Fathers  of 
"  the  Catholic  church  be  in  everlafting  remembrance 
"  with  us,  and  let  their  writings  be  held  in  the 
higheft  honour  and  efteem.     If  my  writings  (hall 


cc 


omim  is  eft  ecdcTiaB  noftrv  ftatus^  ut  pro  fununo  puriori*  antiquitatU 
tiibunali  caufam  dicere  defugiamus,  Faceflfat  a  nobis  inutilis  omnit 
iluiUorum  ratio,  faceflant  difficiles  nugst,  implacabiles  rvut,  leves  tt 
ludlcrx  difputatiuncuix)  aetatem  teramus  non  in  foro  et  prrtQrii«»  md 
agyrtarum  moi«  furfuni  et  deorfum  curfitantes,  non  apud  niagnatum 
liniina  fordidis  obfequiis  gratiam  et  favorem  aucupantes,  vamm  ia 
roftiis,  in  ambone,  intra  bibliothecas  denique  clathros  et  canedlos» 
ecclcfiae  coromodo,  animanim  ialuti,  antiquitatis  cognitioni,  boniiqiie 
litt^ris  proniovendis,  gnaviter  incumbentes.  Quin  ergo  agite  vofinet  ct 
ad  facra  baec  ftudia  totis  viribus,  omnibus  nervis  contenditej  fos» 
inquam,  maxime,  quibus  mclior  indoles  et  liberius  otium  i  dignitatibus 
omati,  reditibus  au^i,  quos  tanquam  raelionim  Uterarum  piwaia  et 
cumulatiorcs  diligentise  (Umulos  ct  incitamenta  majorum^pietas  cooiie- 

craTiU 
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^*  contribute  in  the  lead  to  our  better  acquaintance 
*'  with  theirs,  I  fhall  think  that  I  have  not  laboured 


♦*  in  vain." 


This  exhortation  of  this  moil:  excellent  man, 
whole  writings,  allowing  for  his  prejudices,  I  highly 
value,  and  endeavour  to  make  the  bed  uie  of^  has 
not  been  fufficiently  attended  to  by  tbofe  to  whom 
it  was  addrefled.  There  would  not  elfe  have  been 
fuch  a  want  of  learned  champions  in  this  controverfy, 
fb  few  who  have  ventured  at  all  upon  the  ground 
on  which  I  have  invited  them  to  meet  me,  and  we 
Ihould  not  have  had  fuch  crude  opinions  as  have 
been  advanced  by  your  Ix)rdfhip,  by  Mr.  Howes, 
and  by  Dr.  Knowles,  who  are  the  only  perfons  of 
your  church  who  have  come  upon  its  thinking, 
no  doubt,  they  had  ibme  more  knowledge  of  thefe 
matters  than  their  brethren,  at  lead  more  than 
myfelf^  who  have  no  accefs  to  your  libraries,  and 
none  of  thofe  incitements  which  this  writer  men- 
tions. If  w^  ^pply  to  thefe  ftudies  from  the  pure 
love  of  truth,  what  may  not  be  expefted  from  the 
members  of  your  church,  who  have  every  motive 
that  heaven  and  earth  can  hold  out  to  you  to  go 
beyond  us  in  them.  Let  not  then  the  voice  of 
friends,  and  enemies,  who  concur  in  the  fame  ex- 
hortation, be  heard  in  vain. 


Cfwk.  Vigeat  apud  nos  pietatis  et  titenumn  ccclefiafBcamm  fhidium} 
fint  in  sterna  memoria  venerandi  eccleliae  Catholics  patres  j  fit  fcriptis 
conim  Aimraus  honor  et  aBillmatiO}  quorum  notitiam  fi  baec  quam 
contuliiiius  fymbola  vel  tandllum  promovebity  pnedait  mecum  agi 
f vtem,  BOfque  bonas  boras  bene  collocafle  judicabo. 
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If  the  general  motives  above-mentioned  be  not 
fufficient,  let  particular  premiums  be  propofed  in 
your  univerfities  for  thofe  who  (hall  give  proo6  of 
their  proficiency  in  thefe  ftudies^  and  who  fhall  give 
the  bed  anfwers  to  the  arguments  of  Unitarians, 
from  the  ftate  of  things  in  primitive  times.  This  is 
now  done  in  Holland,  which  is  lefs  interefted  in 
this  controverfy  than  Great-Britain.  Your  Lx)rd« 
Ihip  being  now  advanced  to  one  of  the  higheft 
ftations  in  your  church,  and  profeffing  more  energy 
of  charafter  than  other  men,  will  be  expefted  to  do 
fomething  towards  the  revival  of  thefe  ufeful  ftudies; 
the  want  of  which  you  muft  by  this  time,  whether 
you  will  confefs  it  or  not,  have  fufficiently  felt.  In 
this  one  thing  then,  my  Lord,  let  us  aft  in  concert; 
and  if  you  have  any  generofity  in  your  nature,  lay 
open  the  (lores  of  learning  locked  up  at  Oxford  and 
Cambridge  to  us  poor  feftaries.  J-iCt  the  univerfities, 
fupported  at  the  national  expence,  bp  free  to  every 
inhabitant  of  Great-Britain,  and  of  the  world.  Throw 
down  the  illiberal  guard  of  your  fubfcriptions  to  articles 
of  faith  at  matriculation,  or  graduation ;  and  then 
we  (hall  fee  who  will  make  the  beft  ufe  of  thofe 
noble  advantages,  which  now,  with  fo  much  vigilant 
jealoufy,  you  keep  to  yourfelves. 

If  you  want  a  farther  motive,  confider,  my  Loix], 
not  only  what,  with  fo  much  juftice  and  energy, 
your  Lordlhip  formerly  urged  concerning  the  obli- 
gation incumbent  on  all  perfons  of  your  Lordfhip's 
high  ftation  in  the  church  to  defend  the  eftablifhment 
which  fupports  you,  but  alfo  the  peculiar  light  in 

which 
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which  you  have  been  placed  with  refpeft  to  this 
very  controverfy. 

It  isfaid  that  yourLordfhJp'sbifliopric  was  given 
you  as  a  reward  for  your  fervices  in  the  defence  of 
orthodoxy;  though  wifdom  would  have  dictated  that 
it  ftiould  have  been  made  to  depend  upon  your  final 
Juccejs  in  it.  However,  you  have  every  motive  of 
p-atilude  to  ui^e  you  to  exert  yourfclfi  as  much  as  if 
yourpreferment  ftill  depended  upon  it.  And  confider, 
my  Lord,  how  much  ridicule  will  be  reflefted  upon 
yourfelf,  and  your  benefaftors,  efpecially  the  learned 
Lord  Hig^  Chancellor  of  England,  if  it  fiiould 
appear  that  you  have  been  rewarded  for  a  fervice 
which  you  have  not  been  able  to  perform  j  and  that, 
by  provoking  this  contcft,  you  have  injured  the 
caufe  of  which  you  are  appointed  the  champion. 

Confider  alfb  that,  high  as  your  paft  lervices 
have  juftly  raifed  you,  your  Lordlhip  may  ftill  be 
higher;  and  to  myfelf  it  will  afford  a  particular  fatif- 
faftion,  to  addrefs  you  in  the  ftyle  of  my  Lord,  your 
Grace,  after  having  pafled  from  plain  Dear  Sir^  and 
Reverend  Sir,  to  t)\z.t  oifiTf  Lord,  yeur  Lor dfinp.  But 
perhaps  your  Lordfhip  may  refrain  from  a  regard 
to  myfelf;  left  having  been  generally  confidered  as 
the  means  of  your  prelent  advancement,  I  ftiould 
(being,  as  you  always  reprefent  me,  naturally  vain) 
be  too  vain  of  being  the  inftrument  of  your  farther 
exaltation. 

Report 
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Report  fays,  that  one  of  the  wifeft  of  your  Lord- 
fhip's  bench  generally  recommends  filence  with 
refpcft  to  fuch  writers  as  myfelf.  He  himfclf 
reUgioufly  obferves  it. 

Abfiftamus,  ait,  nam  lux  inimica  propinquat. 

Virgil. 

In  all  events,  whether  prudence  fhould  didati^ 

that  it  is  a  time  to  - /peaky  or  a  time  to  be  fiknt^  my 

motions  will,  with  all  juft  deference,  be  governed 

by  thofe  of  your  Lordihip;  being  at  all  tiines>  and 

■  '*-h  all  due  refpcft. 

My  Lord, 

Your  Lordfhip's 

Mod  obedient. 


Humble  fervant. 


JOSEPH  PRIESTLEY. 
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Mene  igitur  Soclum  fummis  adjungere  rebus 
Mfe  fugis  ?     Solum  tc  in  tanta  pericula  mittam  ? 


Virgil. 
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LETTER     I. 


Of  Mr.  Barnard's  Idea  of  Unitarians. 


REVEREND  SIR, 

IT  gives  me  peculiar  pleafure  to  fee  a  perfon  of 
your  perfuafion  undertake  the  defence  of  your 
proper  doftrine  of  the  trinity;  and  indeed  you 
Catholics  are  the  only  confifteht  defenders  of  it.  I 
was  glad  to  find  my  friend.  Dr.  Geddes,  engaged  in 
this  difcuflion,  and  am  concerned  that  he  feems  to 
have  dropped  it;  though  I  hope  it  is  only  in  conie- 
quence  of  his  being  occupied  about  his  tranflation 
of  the  Bible,  a  work  for  which  he  appears  to  be 
Angularly  qualified.  Since,  however,  he  has  quitted 
the  field,  I  am  glad  to  find  another  perfon  of  his 
communion  fo  ready  to  defend  his  ground.  I  cannot 
help  wifhing,  however,  that  you  had  been  poflefled 

of 
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^'  and  therefore  not  confidcred  as  heretics  by  the 
"primitive  church."  Whereas  you  fay,  p.  331, 
"  the  Fathers  confidered  all  thofe  as  comprehended 
"  under  the  generical  name  of  Gnoftics,  who  by 
*'  any  doftrine  whatfoever  contradidked  the  dodxine 
*^  contained  in  the  fcriptures,  and  conftantly  taught 
'^  by  the  apoftolic  churches." 

Now  I  am  much  more  willing  to  acknowledge 
the  hand  of  God  than  that  of  the  iievil  in  this  b\i(i« 
nefs,  though  I  do  not  think  that  you  had  fuificient 
authority  to  fuppofe  it  to  have  been  employed  in  the 
manner  that  you  defcribej  and  I  am  very  confident 
that  you  were  not  divinely  infpired  in  giving  this  ac- 
count of  the  (late  of  opinions  in  early  times.  For 
nothing  can  be  more  evident,  as  I  have  abundantly 
(hewn,  than  that  the  Fathers  in  general  confidefed 
the  doftrine  of  the  Ebionites,  or  Nazarenes,  as  the 
very  re vcrfe  of  that  of  the  Gnoftics  j  the  latter  deny- 
ing the  proper  humanity  of  Chrift,  and  the  former 
his  divinity.  And,  if  I  may  judge  from  my  own 
knowledge  of  the  aftual  progrefs  of  unitarianifin, 
I  muft  pronounce  your  account  to  be  nothing  better 
than  a  romance.  Indeed,  Sir,  you  fecm  to  be  but 
little  acquainted  with  the  hiftory,  or  charaftcr,  of 
Unitarians ;  and  you  fliould  have  taken  pains  to 
acquire  a  little  more  knowledge  of  the  livingy  as 
well  as  of  the  dead,  in  order  to  qualify  youriclf  for 
appearing  to  proper  advantage  in  this  controverfy. 

But  how  can  I  expect  to  efcape  cenfurc  for  my 
account  of  the  opinions  of  the  Ebionites,  when  you 

tax 


€€ 
€C 
€t 
€€ 
€€ 


REV.     JAMES     BARNARD.  Si 

tax  Origen  himfelf  with  making  the  fame  blunder. 
For,  remarking  upon  his  faying^  that  "  thofe  of  the 
*^  Jews  who  believed  Jefos  to  be  the  Chrift  were 
"called  Ebionites;"  you  fay,  p.  198,  "there  is 
"  evidently  an  inaccuraqr  in  this  account.  For 
^^  thofe  of  the  Jews  who  were  called  Ebionites  did 
not  believe  Jefus  to  be  the  Chrift.  They  made 
a  diftinftion  between  Jefus  and  the  Cbrift,  for  they 
faid  that  Jefiis  was  the  fon  of  Jofeph,  and  that  at 
his  baptifm  the  Chrift  defcended  upon  him  from 
above,  in  the  form  of  a  dove,  and  at  the  approach 
'^  of  his  paflion  it  flew  away  again,  and  left  him." 

Now,  of  the  two,  I  fhould  think  it  fafer  to  depend 
upon  Origen's  account  than  yours^  elpecially  as  it 
agrees  with  that  of  all  other  ancient  writers,  who 
rcprefent  the  opinion  of  Jefus  mt  being  the  Chrift 
as  peculiar  to  the  Gnoftics,  and  the  opinion  of  the 
Ebionites  to  have  been  that  of  Jefus  being  the 
Chrift,  but  ftill  nothing  more  than  a  man  injpired  hy 
God.  Both  you  and  the  Bifliop  of  St.  David's  have 
good  reafon  to  be  offended  with  Origen;  but  you 
are  much  more  temperate  in  your  anger,  thinking 
that  he  only  wrote  haftily^  and  by  that  means  ex- 
prefled  himfelf  inaccurately ;  whereas  the  proteftant 
Bifhop  fcruples  not  to  call  him  a  wHful  liar,  as  he 
would  no  doubt  have  called  any  other  man  how 
refpeftable  foever  (for  no  charafter  I  ftiould  have 
thought  more  facred  than  that  of  the  great  Origen) 
whofe  account  of  things  ftiould  have  contradifted 
his  own  conceptions  of  them. 
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Having  ftripped  mc  of  all  pretenfions  to  chrif- 
tianity,  you  very  .naturally  fay,  p.  361,  that  you 
confider  all  thofe  who  have  been  baptized  by  mc 
as  no  chriftians.  You  arc  aftonifhcd,  you  alfo  fay, 
p.  286,  that  I  "  do  not  reckon  Mahometans  among 
Unitarians,  and  that  I  (hould  rejeft  them  merely 
becaufe  they  believe  in  the  divine  miflion  of  Ma- 
homet. Why,  Sir,"  you  fay,  p.  287,  "  fhould 
you  objeft  againft  them  upon  account  of  fiich 
fcruples  as  thefe  ?"  In  this  I  fuppofe  you  aim  at 
humour y  and  as  I  pretend  to  have  nothing  to  do  but 
with  argument,  I  fhall  leave  it  unanfwered.  As  to 
the  great  queftion,  who  are  chriftians  and  who  arc 
not,  it  will  be  decided  by  the  proper  judge,  before 
wliofe  tribunal  both  you  and  I  Ihall  meet. 

In  the  laft  place,  however,  having  nnade  many 
attempts  to  penetrate  into  the  hearts  of  Unitarians, 
you  fuppofe,  p.  332,  that  I  have  "  a  farther  de^ 
**  in  my  writings  than  appears  upon  the  face  of 
"  them."  For  that  I  may  have  doubts,  and  by 
putting  Trinitarians  upon  defending  their  principles, 
may  wifh  to  get  thofe  doubts  removed.  If  this  be 
the  cafe,  I  may  not  be  far  from  the  kingdom  of  God. 
It  is  a  much  more  favourable  fuppofition  than  nwft 
of  my  antagonifts  will  allow.  But  indeed,  Sir,  I 
muft  own  that  they  are  nearer  the  truth  than  you, 
For  I  really  have  not  the  doubts  that  you  charitably 
afcribe  to  me. 


I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER      II. 

Of  Mr.  Banar^s  ^guments  from  the  Scripiitres. 

REVEREND  SIR, 

'V'OU  think  it  extraordinary,  p.  334,  that  I 
Ihouid  have  recourfe  to  fuch  guides  as  the 
Fathers  to  fetde  my  opinion  concerning  the  dodtrine 
of  the  trinity;  thinking,  I  fuppofe,  that  the  ftudy 
of  the  /criptures  might  render  all  other  helps  un- 
neceflary.  Now  I  have  rnore  than  once  given  my 
rcafons  for  this  conduft.  It  is,  in  ihort,  this.  Chrif- 
tians  arc  not  agreed  in  the  interpretation  of/cripiure 
language;  but  as  all  men  are  agreed  with  refpeft  to 
the  nature  of  biftorkal  evidence,  I  thought  that  we 
might  perhaps  better  determine  by  hiftory  what  was 
the  faith  of  chriftians  in  early  times,  independently 
of  any  aid  from  the  fcriptures;  and  it  appeared  to 
be  no  unnatural  preliimption,  that  whatever  that 
(hould  appear  to  be,  fuch  was  the  doftrine  of  the 
apoftles,  from  whom  their  f^th  was  derived;  and 
that  by  this  means  we  fhould  be  poflefled  of  a  pretty 
good  guide  for  difcovcring  the  true  fenfe  of  the 
fcriptures. 

Even  you  and  Dr.  Geddes,  though  belonging  to 

the  fame  communion,  and  one  which  Jeems  better 

calculated  than  any  other  to  fccure  uniformity  of 

G  2  opinion. 
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opinion,  are  by  no  means  agreed  in  your  inter- 
pretation of  the  fcriptures.  He,  for  example,  finds 
no  authority  whatever  for  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity 
in  the  Old  Teftament,  and  but  litde  in  the  New; 
whereas  you  find  abundant  evidence  of  it  in  both. 
You  are  furprized,  you  fay,  p.  1 1,  "  that  he  fhouki 
'^  make  fuch  an  acknowledgment,  as  it  is  contrary 
'^  to  the  univerfal  opinion  of  divines."  But  indeed, 
Sir,  your  own  arguments  from  the  fcriptures  arc  of 
fuch  a  nature,  as,  I  dare  fay,  will  not  induce  him  to 
recede  from  his  conceflion. 

You  fay,  p.  1 1.  that  Chrift  muft  be  God  becaufe 
he  is  called  Jehovah  our  righteoujnefs.  But  for  the 
fame  reafon  the  city  of  Jerufalem  muft  be  God  alfo, 
becaufe  the  fame  prophet,  viz.  Jeremiah,  gives  to 
that  city  the  very  fame  appellation*.  You  alfo  fay, 
p.  31,  that  Chrift  muft  be  God  equal  to  the  Father, 
becaufe  he  is  faid  to  be  one  with  him-^  whereas  Chrift 
himfelfexprefsly  prays  that  his  difciples  may  be  one 
with  himfelf  and  his  Father,  even  as  they  two  are 
one.  And  when  you  {ay,  as  you  fomewhere  do,  that 
this  is  neceflarily  to  be  underftood  of  fuch  an  union 
as  men  are  capable  of  with  refpeft  to  God,  which 
is  an  union  of  will  and  affeSlion  only,  and  not  of 
nature  \  I  anfwer  that  the  text,  in  its  plain  and 
obvious  fenfe  (for  which  in  this  controverfy  you 
always  contend)  abfolutely  excludes  the  idea  of  any 
union  between  Chrift  and  the  Father,  befides  fuch 

*  A  learned  friend  fuggef(s»  that  the  proper  rendering  of  die  original 
is,  "  and  this  is  the  name  hj  which  the/  (hail  call  Jehovah,  viz.  OVR 
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an  one  as  his  difciples  are  capable  of,  and  is  there- 
fore decifive  agdnft  an  union  of  nature.  Now  I 
really  think  that  it  would  be  much  better  to  ac- 
knowledge, with  Dr.  Geddcs,  that  nothing  is  to  be 
inferred  from  the  Old  Teftament,  and  but  little  from 
the  New,  in  favour  of  the  doArine  of  the  trinity, 
than  urge  fuch  arguments  as  thefe,  or  any  others 
that  you  have  produced  from  the  fcriptures. 

Indeed,  what  you  and  all  Trinitarians  are  obliged 
to  acknowledge,  viz.  that,  though  Jefus  Chrift  be 
God,  as  well  as  man,  he  cannot  be  faid  to  be  the 
Jirfi  principle  and  origin  of  the  divinity,  as  you  fay, 
p.  92,  "  this  being  the  prerogative  of  the  Father," 
is  inconfiftent  with  any  proper  equality  of  the  pcribns 
in  the  trinity,  fuch  as  is  Verted  in  the  Athanafian 
creed,  viz.  that  "  in  this  trinity  none  is  afore  or 
"  after  die  other,  none  is  greater  or  lels  than  the 
"  other."  For  certainly  that  which  is  the  principle 
and  origin  to  another,  if  there  be  any  meaning  in 
die  words  at  all,  mull  be  fuperior  to  that  with 
refpcft  to  which  it  is  the  principle,  or  origin. 

I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER     III. 

Of  Mr.  Barnard's  Hifior teal  Arguments  of  a  prefertp- 
tive  Kind,  in  favour  of  the  Doiirine  of  the  trinity. 

REVEREND    SIRj 

T  N  this  letter  I  fliall  confider  your  prefcriptive 
arguments,  or  fuch  as  are  better  known  by  the 
name  of  arguments  a  prior iy  in  favour  of  the  general 
prevalence  of  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  in  the 
primitive  times. 

As  a  proof  that  the  common  people  in  the 
primitive  church  muft  have  been  Trinitarians,  you 
fay,  that  the  bifhops  being  fuch,  the  common  people 
who  learned  of  them,  muft  have  been  fo  too.  Suf- 
pefting,  however,  that  there  might  be  fomcthing  in 
the  evidence  that  I  produced  to  prove  that  the 
common  people  were  not  Trinitarians,  you  fay,  it 
would  afford  no  evidence  (though  this  is  incon- 
fiftent  with  what  you  faid  before)  of  what  it  was 
that  the  apoftles  taught ;  fince  it  was  not  to  the 
eommon  people^  but  to  the  bijhops  and  clergy ^  their 
fpiritual  guides,  that  the  doftrine  of  Chrift  was 
committed. 

**  If,**  you  fay,   p.  14T,   ^^  he  had  given  the 
*^  common  people  a  (hare  of  adminiftration  in 

"  fpiritual 


fC 
€€ 
€i 


R£V.     JAMES     BARNARD.  87 

•*  Ipiritual  matters ;  if  he  had  made  them  the  re- 
pofitories,  or  truftees,  of  his  dodtrine,  &c.  your 
argument  would  have  infinite  weight;  but  it  was 
to  the  apoftles,  and  their  fucceffors,  that  he  com- 

"  mitted  the  government  of  the  church/' 

As  to  the  common  people,  you  fay,  p.  143, 
"  he  commanded  them  to  follow  the  faith  of  their 
"  paftors,  Heb.  xiii.  7.  to  be  obedient  to  the  paf- 
"  tors,  who  (hould  have  the  rule  over  them,  and 
*'  to  fubmit  themfelves  to  them,  as  they  were  to 
"  give  an  account  to  God  for  the  fouls  of  all  who 
*'  fhould  be  committed  to  their  care,  v.  17.  He 
declares  that  they  who  hear  them,  hear  him,  and 
whofoever  defpifes  them,delpifes  him,  Luke  x.  1 6. 
"  and  he  commands  the  paftors  of  his  church  to 
look  upon  all  difobedient  and  refraftory  perfons 
as  heathens  and  publicans.  Matt.  x^ii.  17/'  Pre 
fuming,  then,  that  the  common  people  well  under- 
ftood  and  pradtifed  this  implicit  obedience  to  their 
teachers,  you  fay,  p.  1 90,  "  as  thofe  bifhops  taught 
their  flocks  the  doftrines  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift, 
and  the  trinity  of  perfons  in  God,  fo  it  cannot  be 
doubted  but  that  the  people  believed  and  profefTcd 
"  the  doftrine  taught  them  by  their  paftors,  whom 
"  they  believed  to  have  been  appointed  by  the 
Holy  Ghoft  to  feed  and  govern  them." 
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Now,  Sir,  you  Ihould  have  argued  with  a  pro- 
teftant  on  proteftant  principles.  We  fay  that  the 
teaching  of  Chrift  and  of  the  apoftles  was  not  de- 
livered, even  in  the  fiift  inftance,  to  any  body  of 
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men  called  clergy  5  but  that  they  taught  all  perions 
indifcriminately,  having  nothing  to  conceal  from  any 
man ;  and  there  being  nothing  ntffteriousy  or  hard  to 
be  underftood,  in  the  do6faines  of  the  goipel,  the 
common  people,  or  ibe  laity,  were  as  good  judges 
of  them  as  the  bifhops.  We  alfo  think  it  the  duty 
of  every  man  to  think  and  judge  for  himfelf  in  all 
matters  of  religion;  and,  in  an  affair  of  fo  much 
perfonal  importance,  to  fubmit  his  faith  to  no  perfon 
as  his  Jpiritual  guide.  For  what  would  it  avail  any 
man  who  fhould  be  led  aftray  in  the  paths  of  ruin 
and  deftru6tion,  that  his  fpiritual  guide,  to  whom 
you  fay  his  foul  was  committed  accompanied  him 
thither  ?  We  think  it  very  evident  from  the  book 
of  Afts,  and  the  epiftles  of  Paul,  that  the  common 
people  among  chriftians  knew  nothing  of  this  paffhe 
obedience  to  fpiritual  guides;  and  that  in  matters  of 
opinion  the  authority  even  of  an  apoftle  had  no  weight 
with  them,  independendy  of  the  reafons  by  which  it 
was  fupported. 

I  therefore  fay,  that  the  common  people,  having 
received  the  doftrine  of  the  gofpel  from  the  pureft 
original  fources,  and  having  been  lefs  fubjeft  to 
foreign  influences,  would  retain  them  better  than  any 
other  clafe  of  men;  and  confequently  that  the 
opinions  of  the  common  people  among  chriftians  in 
the  fecond  and  third  centuries  (in  which  we  have  the 
means  of  afcertaining  them)  affords  a  much  better 
indication  of  the  doftrine  of  the  apoftles  than  the 
opinions  of  their  teachers ;  becaufe  their  teachers, 
being  then  learned,  and  having  imbibed  the  prin- 
ciples 
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cifdes  of  the  heathen  philofophy,  had  been  fubjeft 
to  an  influence  from  which  the  common  people 
were  exempt.  I  have  ferther  obferved,  and  univerfal 
experience  proves  the  truth  of  the  obfervation,  that 
in  all  cafesj  ancient  opinions  are  moft  firmly  retained 
by  the  common  peopk ;  whereas  die  learned  and 
the  fpeculative  are  m(^  apt  to  imwate;  and  it  is 
only  after  fome  time  that  they  are  able  to  draw  the 
common  people  after  them. 

As  another  argument  that  the  majority  of  the 
common  people  among  thechriftians  in  early  times 
were  not  Unitarians,  you  fay,  p.  135,  that  "  the 
"  expreflions  contained  in  the  liturgies  are  a  demon- 
*'  ftrative  proof  againft  it."  But  where.  Sir,  are 
thofe  ancient  liturgies  i  None  that  are  now  extant 
are  piior  to  the  council  of  Nice,  as  is  acknowledged 
by  all  the  learned  of  your  own  church.  We  are  well 
fadsfied  that  in  thofe  early  times  no  hturgies  what- 
ever were  in  ufej  but  that  all  thofe  who  condufted 
the  public  worftiip  of  chriftians  frayed^  as  well  as 
preached,  according  to  their  abUtty.  This  we  think 
to  be  moft  evident  from  all  that  we  know  of  the 
flate  of  things  in  the  primitive  times. 

You  think  it  a  proof,  p.  342,  that  there  were 
no  Unitarians  in  early  times,  becaufe  there  were 
no  perfons  who  were  cUftinguilhed  by  that  name. 
But  how  could  they  be  fo  diftinguiihed,  when  all 
chriftians  were  Unitarians  ?  They  were  only  called 
Unitari<ms,  when  there  were  Triniurians  to  oppofc 
to  chem. 

On 
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On  the  fame  extraordinary  principle  you  £17, 
p.  255,  "  there  is  not  the  leaft  reafon  to  wonder  tl^t 
'<  neither  Irenasus^  nor  Clement  of  Alexandria,  fhoidd 
"  take  no  notice  of  a  fedt  that  never  exifted  till  after 
^*  they  had  finifhed  their  works."  They  certainly 
exifted,  but  not  2s  heretics^  perfons  out  of  the  churchy 
or  diftinguifhed  by  the  appellation  of  Umtariatu. 
And  what  you  fay,  p.  285,  is  fer  from  being  true; 
"  that  the  Unitarians,  whether  of  the  clergy  or 
"  laity,  were  excommunicated  as  foon  as  their 
obftinate  maintaining  of  their  Unitarian  principles 
was  known,  is  a  fa£b  fo  well  attefted  by  the  hiftory 
*'  of  thofe  times  that  it  cannot  be  called  in  queflion." 
I  have  certainly  called  it  in  queftion,  and  you  ftiould 
have  confidered  my  arguments. 


<c 
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LETTER     IV. 

Of  Mr.  Barnar^s  £re£i   Hijiorical  Arguments  hi 
favour  of  the  DoSrine  of  the  "Trinity. 

REVEREND  SIR, 

XJAVING  confidered  all  your  arguments,  of  the 
prefcriptive  kind,  in  favour  of  the  primitive 
church  having  been  Trinitarian,  I  ftiall  now  attend 
to  what  you  have  objefted  to  my  arguments,  chiefly 
from  actual /la^j,  that  it  was  Unitarian.  I  had  men- 
tioned the  Clementine  Homilies  as  affording  a  ftroi^ 
prefumption  that  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  even  in 
its  firft  and  mod  qualified  fenfe,  was  unknown  in 
the  early  ages.  To  this,  to  my  great  furprize, 
you  fay,^,  371,  "  the  Clementine  Homilies'werc 
"  probably  a  forgery  of  Photinus,  or  of  fome  other 
"  perfon,  who  not  before,  but  long  after  the  time  of 
"  Juftin,  wrote  in  defence  of  unitarianifm."  But 
could  a  work  mentioned  by  Eufebius,  and  fevenil 
other  early  writers,  have  been  written  by  Photinus, 
who,  it  is  well  known,  lived  long  after  them  ? 

I  am  not  fo  much  furprized  at  this  grofs  anachro- 
nifm,  as  at  your  afcribing  to  me  an  opinion  which 
I  have  repeatedly  mentioned  not  as  mine,  but  as 
held  by  thofe  whofe  opinions  I  am  profefledly  re- 
futing, and  which  I  altedge  as  a  principal  argument 


ti 
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in  my  refutation  of  them.  "  You  yourfelf,"  you 
fay,  p.  167,  and  you  repeat  it,  p.  335,  "  implicidy 
acknowledge,  ;hat  the  doftrine  of  Chrift's  divinity 
was  clearly  taught  when  John  publifhed  his  gof- 
pel."  And  you  fomewhere  add,  that  though 
John  alone  fhoukl  have  taught  this  do£bine^  it  was 
fufficient;  becaufe  John  was  an  apoflle. 

I  cannot  fay  that  I  ever  remember  a  more  extra- 
ordmary  mifapprehenfion  of  any  writer's  meaning 
than  this  of  yours  concerning  me.  What  I  have 
faid,  and  have  abundandy  proved,  is,  that  it  was 
acknowledged  by  all  the  defenders  of  the  doArine 
of  the  trinity,  before  and  after  the  council  of  Nice, 
that  the  pre-exiflcnce  and  divinity  of  Chrifl  had 
not  been  taught  with  clearnefs  and  efFeft  before  the 
publication  of  the  gofpel  of  John;  and  this  ac- 
knowledgment I  have  faid  they  would  never  have 
made  if  it  had  not  been  extorted  from  them,  by 
fuch  a  well  known  ftate  of  things  in  their  own  times, 
and  thofe  preceding  them,  as  they  could  not  account 
for  on  any  other  hypothefis,  miferably  weak  and 
infufficient  as  it  is.  For  no  Trinitarian  is  difpofed 
to  make  the  fame  acknowledgment  at  prefent,  and 
they  are  evidendy  mortified  and  confounded  that 
it  fhould  have  been  made  in  times  pafl.  And  no 
wonder;  for  it  fumifhes  the  cleared  of  all  proofe, 
that  before  the  publication  of  this  gofpel,  which  is 
fuppofed  to  have  been  after  the  death  of  all  the 
other  apofUes,  the  chriftian  church  confifted  almoft 
wholly  of  Unitarians.  And  they  could  not  have 
been  confidered  as  heretics,  becaufe  they  were  in  the 

church. 
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ehurcby  and  indeed  had  never  been  tau^t  any  other 
doftrine  than  the  Unitarian* 

That  this  hypothefis  of  the  Trinitarian  Fathers 
is  abfurd  and  infufficient,  is  evident  from  there  being 
no  evidence  whatever  of  any  change  having  been 
produced  in  the  fentiments  of  the  chriftian  world 
concerning  the  perfon  of  Chrift  by  the  publication 
of  this  golpel.  In  a  period  niuch  later  than  this 
the  majority  of  chriftians  were  ftill  Unitarians ;  and 
in  their  opinion  the  golpel  of  John  contained  no 
other  doftrine. 

Another  curious  miftake  of  yours  concerning 
my  meaning  is  that  which  occurs,  p.  229,  where 
you  fuppofe  that  I  contradift  myfelf  when  I  fay 
that  the  ancient  Unitarians  were  not  confidered  as 
heretics,  and  yet  quote  Auftin  and  others,  as  faying 
that  in  the  age  of  the  apoftles  there  were  two  kinds 
of  heretics,  the  Gnoftics  and  the  Unitarians.  But, 
Sir,  you  fhould  have  confidered  in  how  late  a  period 
Auftin,  and  thofe  other  writers,  lived.  In  their 
time,  no  doubt,  the  Unitarians  were  confidered  as 
heretics,  and  therefore  it  is  no  wonder  that  they 
fhould  reprefent  them  as  having  been  heretics  in  all 
ages;  though,  as  I  have  Ihewn,  it  is  maniFeftly 
inconfiftent  with  their  own  acknowledgments. 

You  alk,  p.  303,  why,  if  the  Unitarians  were  at 
any  time  the  great  body  of  chriftians,  they  did  not 
excommunicate  the  Trinitarians.    To  this  I  have 

more 
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more  than  once  made  what  I  deem  to  be  a  iiifficieirt 
reply.  The  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  as  it  was  firft 
advanced,  did  not  appear  to  infringe  fo  much  upon 
the  doftrine  of  the  unity  of  God  as  it  did  afterwards ; 
and  this  infringement  was  abfolutcly  difclaimed 
by  thofe  who  held  it.  As  thofe  who  introduced 
this  doftrine  were  men  of  learning  and  charafter, 
and  zealous  chriftians^  it  is  no  wonder  that  their 
brethren  bore  with  them.  And  when  thefe  learned 
Trinitarians  came  to  be  the  body  of  the  clergy,  and 
had  gradually  drawn  over  to  them  moft  chriftians' 
of  education,  of  rank,  and  fortune ;  any  attempt  to 
excommunicate  them  would  have  been  inefFeftuaL 
But  I  have  (hewn  that  notwithftanding  thele  great 
advantages  on  the  fide  of  the  Trinitarians,  the 
common  people,  who  were  Unitarians,  were  greatly 
offended  at  the  innovation,  plaufibly  as  it  was  intro- 
duced, and  refpeftably  as  it  was  fupported;  and 
that  they  expreffed  their  diflike  of  it  in  very  ftrong 
terms. 

I  do  not  wonder  that  you,  and  other  Trinitarians, 
are  puzzled  with  Tertullian's  faying  that  the  major 
fars  credentium,  or  the  majority  of  the  chriftians  in 
his  time,  reprobated  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  and 
that  you  fhould  ufe  every  endeavour  to  elude  the 
force  of  my  argument  from  the  paffage.  But  your 
mode  of  reply  to  it  is  Angular.  In  the  firft  place 
you  fay,  p.  292,  that  TertuUian  being  an  heretic, 
his  evidence  is  not  to  be  regarded.  But  he  was  no 
heretic  in  this  refpeSl  5  being  as  much  a  believer  in 

the 
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the  do<arine  of  the  trinity  as  any  perfon  of  his  agc» 
and  therefore  as  little  djfpo&d  to  make  a  concefDon 
in  favour  of  the  Unitarians.  And  why  might  not 
a  Montanift,  have  been  an  honcft  man,  and  one 
who  would  not  afiert  a  known  ^llhood.  You 
admit  the  evidence  even  of  heathen  writers  with 
refpeft  to  matters  of  fe£t  of  which  they  were  com- 
petent witnefles  j  and  why  rejeft  that  of  a  Montanift, 
efpecially  as  thofc  of  this  fe£t  pretended  to  greater 
ftridnefs  of  morals  than  other  chriftians. 

But,  what  Is  perhaps  ftill  more  extraordinary,  you 
fay,  p.  298,  that  "  by  the  Jiwple  and  wileamed, 
"  Tertullian  did  not  mean  the  members  of  the 
*'  catholic  church,"  though  he  cxprefsly  calls  them 
the  major  pars  cretientium,  '<  but  all,  whether  learned 
"  or  unlearned,  who  held  the  fimple  or  foolifti 
"  doftrine  of  Praxeas,"  that  is,  that  of  the  Uni- 
tarians. To  this  I  think  I  need  to  make  no  reply, 
as  he  is  evidenriy  fpeaking  of  the  credentes,  or  cbrif- 
tians  in  general;  and  with  them,  though  at  that  dme 
a  Montanift,  he  was  probably  as  well  acquainted  as 
any  other  perfon  of  his  age. 

You  think  it  is  a  fulHcient  objeftion  againft  my 
fuppofition  of  the  Antenicene  Fathers  having  bor- 
rowed their  doftrine  of  the  trinity  from  Platonifm, 
p.  166,  that  "  they  profefs  never  to  have  looked 
**  upon  the  doctrines  of  Plato  as  conftituting  any 
"  part  of  the  ^th  of  the  chriftian  church."  But 
my  argument  is  not  that  they  confidertd,  or  ac- 
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knowUdgedy  that  their  dodbrine  was  borrowed  from 
Platonifm,  but  that  it  was  fo  in  faSy  thou^  they 
fhould  have  denied  it.  This  I  prove  from  the 
great  refemblance  between  their  dofhine  of  the 
trinity  and  the  principles  of  Platonifm ;  a  refemblance 
pointed  out,  and  even  gready  magnified,  by  dicm- 
fclvesi  from  their  known  attachment  to  the  doc- 
trines of  Plato,  and  from  their  natural  wifh  to  avail 
themfelves  of  the  new  idea  they  hereby  got  concern- 
ing the  perfon  of  Chrifl,  to  make  their  religion 
appear  to  more  advantage  in  the  eyes  of  heathen 
philofophers,  and  perfons  of  diitin£Uon  in  their 
time.  It  cannot  be  expefted  that  any  perfons 
fhould  introduce  into  chriflianity  the  doArines  of 
Plato,  or  of  any  other  philofopher,  which  they 
themfelves  fhould  acknowledge  to  be  foreign  to 
chriflianity,  and  difcordant  with  it. 

You  feem.  Sir,  to  be  aware,  though  you  do 
not  explicitly  acknowledge  it,  that  the  Antenicenc 
Fathers  did  not  teach  fuch  a  doftrine  of  the  trinity 
as  was  profefled  in  a  later  period ;  but  you  apologize 
for  them  by  faying,  p.  88,  "  the  Antenicene  Fathers 
did  not  fpeak  plainly  on  the  myflery  of  the  trinity, 
the  facraments,  and  other  myflerious  truths  and 
*  inftitutions  of  the  chriflian  religion  in  their  Apoh- 
giesy  and  feveral  other  of  their  writings  j  becaufe 
they  either  addrefTed  themfelves  to  pagans,  or  at 
leaft  knew  that  their  works  might  feU  into  their 
hands.  And  certainly  it  would  be  highly  improper 
to  expound  thefc  articles  to  perfons  who  had  not 

been 
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"  been  previoufly  prepared  for  receiving  thefe  fu- 
"  blime  truths,  in  the  fame  manner,  and  with  the 
"  fame  cleamefs,  as  they  expounded  them  to  tbt 
"  faithfitl  in  their  private  and  catechiftical  inftruc- 
"  tions.  For  holy  and  revealed  truths  arc  not  to 
*'  be  expoied  to  derifion," 

Now,  it  is  evident  from  the  tenor  of  their  writ- 
ings, that  the  Antenicene  Fathers  had"  no  defign, 
or  wifli,  to  dilguife  their  opinions  from  any  clafs  of 
readers,  and  ieaft  of  all  from  the  heathens.  On  the 
contrary,  with  refpeft  to  their  notions  of  the  trinity, 
they  eagerly  brought  them  forward,  and  enlarged 
upon  them,  imagining  that  they  would  recom- 
mend them  to  the  heathens,  by  their  refcmblanCe 
to  thofe  philofophical  doctrines  which  were  held 
in  die  higheft  efteem  by  them.  And  yet,  in  the 
moflrexprefs  and  unequivocal  language  in  the  world, 
they  aflerted  what  was  difclaimed  by  the  orthodox 
of  a  later  period,  viz.  that  the  Son  was  greatly 
njrtrwr  to  the  Father,  and  even  that  there  was  a 
time  when  he  did  not  exift. 

All  chat  the  chrtftians  of  the  tlurd  and  fourth 
centuries  affeded  to  conceal  as  a  nnfiaryy  were  the 
pl^neft  things  belonging  to  chriftianity,  viz.  the 
bapnfmal  (or  as  it  is  commoidy  called  the  apoilles') 
creed  and  the  adminiftrarion  of  the  lord's  fi^per. 
This  afFeCtarion  of  myftery,  or  Jtcrtcy,  in  things 
which  could  not  be  any  fecret  at  all,  was  in  imi- 
tation of  die  heathen  initiations,  it  was  altogether 
H  unknown 
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unknown  in  primitive  times,  and  was  always  un- 
worthy of  chriftians.  Indeed,  Sir,  you  certainly 
and  moft  egregioufly  impofe  upon  yourfelf  in 
imagining  the  orthodoxy  of  the  prefent  day  to  be 
the  fame  with  that  of  the  Antenicene  Fathers^ 

I  am,  &c. 
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0/  the  Council  of  Nice,  and  the  Creed  which  was 

ejtablifhed  by  it. 


REVEREND  SIR, 

"VrOU  are  particularly  defu-ous  of  vindicating 
Dr.  Geddes  in  his  account  of  the  council  of 
Nice,  and  fupporting  his  prefcriptive  argument 
from  the  opinions  of  the  Fathers  who  compofed  it, 
that  unitarianifm  was  not  the  faith  of  the  primitive 
church  i  but  you  have  ftrangely  mifapprehendcd 
both  the  doftrine  of  Arius  which  was  condemned 
in  that  council,  and  the  doftrine  that  was  fetded  in 
it.  "  The  Arians,"  you  fay,  p.  1 92,  *'  contended 
"  that  Chrift  was  not  equal  to  the  Father,'*  and 
p.  1 8  J,  "the  things  defined  by  the  council  of  Nice 

"  were. 
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*^  were,  that  the  Son  was  coetemaly  coequal^  and 
^^  confubftantial  with  his  Father;  and  this  doftrine 
*^  never  was,  neither  foon  after,  nor  is  it  to  this  day, 
<^  abandoned  by  any  divines  of  our  church." 

Now,  if  there  be  any  truth  in  hiftory,  no  perfon 
before  the  council  of  Nice  faid,  or  imagined,  that 
the  Son  was  equal  to  the  Father,  nor  did  Arius  deny 
it.  This  was  no  part  of  the  controverfy  with  Arius, 
whom  the  Nicene  Fathers  met  to  condemn;  and 
the  Nicene  creed,  which  is  in  every  common  prayer 
book,  expreffes  nothing  of  the  Son  being  coetemaly 
or  coequal  with  the  Father,  but  only  of  his  being 
confubftantial^  or  of  the  fame  nature^  with  him.  And 
though  the  philofophcrs  of  thofe  times  thought  that 
a  beam  of  light  was  of  the  fame  nature,  or  fubftance, 
with  the  Jun  (from  which  the  chriftian  philofophers 
borrowed  their  idea  of  the  logos  being  of  the  fame 
fubftance  with  the  Father)  they  at  the  fame  time  held 
that  it  was  not  equal  to  the  fun,  but  greatly  inferior 
to  it. 

In  confirmation  of  the  equality  of  the  perfons  in 
the  trinity  having  been  held  before  the  council  of 
Nice,  you  quote,  p.  no,  from  the  Bibliotheca 
Patrunij  the  epiftle  of  Dionyfius  of  Alexandria  to 
the  council  of  Antioch,  in  which  he  fays,  "  there 
**  is  one  Chrift,  who  is  in  the  Father,  being  liis  co- 
^^  eternal  word,"  &c. 

I  am  furprized  that  you  ftiould  quote  this  epiftle, 
when  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  its  being  fpurious. 

H  2  Fleur\' 
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Fleuiy  himfelf  fays,  that  "  of  all  the  writings  of 
Dionyfius,  the  only  one  that  remains  entire,  and 
unqueftionable,  is  the  canonical  epifUe  toBafilides^ 
the  bifhop  who  had  confulted  him  upon  feveral 
points  of  difcipline."     There   is,  however,  in 

Eufebius  a  fmail  epiftle  of  his  to  Novatus,  which 

Fleury  might  think  too  inconfiderable  for  lum  to 

nnention. 

Bcfides,  Dionyfius,  in  his  controverfy  with  the 
Sabellians,  had  been  led  to  exprefs  himfelf  in  fuch 
a  manner,  as,  in  a  later  period,  made  him  fufpefted 
of  holding  the  opinion  which  was  afterwards  advanced 
by  Arius ;  infomuch  that  Athanafius  thought  proper 
to  write  a  treatife  in  his  defence.  The  Sabellians 
being  charged  with  confounding  the  perfons  of  the 
Father  and  the  Son,  their  adverfarics  maintained 
that  they  were  fo  far  diffirent,  as  to  be  of  a  different 
nature  \  and  the  Fathers  of  the  council  of  Antioch 
exprefsly  difclaimed  the  term  conjuhfiantial  as  aj^lied 
to  the  Son  with  refpeft  to  the  Father;  though,  in 
oppofition  to  the  Arians,  the  Fathers  of  the  council 
of  Nice  adopted  that  very  term  themfehres.  Now, 
it  is  very  improbable  that  Dionyfius  fhouki  exprefs 
himfelf  fo  differently,  as  this  epiftle  rcprefents  him 
to  have  done,  from  the  cuftom  of  the  orthodox  in 
his  rime. 

With  refpeft  to  the  council  of  Nice,  it  is  in  vain 
for  you  to  contend  for  the  freedom  of  it,  as  you  do, 
p.  148.  Nothing  is  more  evident  than  that,  by 
fome  means  or  other,  probably  the  influence  of 

Hofiusj 
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Hofius,  and  Other  Trinitarians,  Conftantine  had 
taken  his  part  before  the  meeting  of  that  aficmbly. 
The  har/hnefs  of  his  addrefs  to  Anus  in  the  con- 
ference that  he  had  with  him  (ufficicntly  proves  it, 
to  fay  nothing  of  hb  circular  letter  mentioned  by  Epi- 
phanius,  and  given  at  length  by  Baronius,  ftiU  of  the 
moft  outrageous  abufe  of  him.  And  Sozomen,  you 
know,  acknowledges  that,  from  the  time  that  the 
emperors  became  chriftians,  the  decrees  of  all  the 
councils  were  framed  according  to  their  wilhes.  Of 
the  Arian  council  of  Milan  you  lay,  p.  177,  that 
**  it  could  not  have  been  free,  becaufe  it  was  held  in 
**  the  very  palace  of  the  emperor."  And  was  not 
the  fame,  in  etFcft,  the  cafe  with  the  council  of 
Nice,  the  debates  of  which  the  emperor  himfelf 
attended. 

Befides,  I  have  abundandy  fhewn,  in  my  Letters 
to  Dr.  Geddes,  that  the  decifion  of  three  hundred 
and  eighteen  learned  bifhops,  aflembled  fo  late  as 
the  year  325,  affords  a  very  infufficicnt  rule  for 
judging  concerning  the  faith  of  the  majority  of  un- 
learned chriftians,  even  in  that  very  age,  and  much 
lefs  two  centuries  before.  By  chat  time  the  learned 
had  made  great  advances  in  aggrandizing  the  perfon 
of  Chrift,  as  they  made  another  great  advance 
between  that  time  and  the  council  of  Conftantinopie, 
held  A.  D.  381,  when  the  doftrine  of  the  perfeSi 
equality  of  the  three  perfbns  in  the  trinity  was 
eftabliihed. 

H3  As 
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As  to  the  conduft  of  the  Unitarians  in  the  council 
of  Nice,  which  you  think  fo  reproachful  to  them, 
neither  you  nor  I  arc  able  to  ^ve  any  account  of  it. 
I  do  not  fuppofe  that  there  were  many  Unitarian 
bilhops  in  that  council,  or  in  that  age.  But  as  the 
very  term  ccnfubjlantialy  which  was  agreed  to  be 
ufed  with  refpeft  to  the  Son  at  this  council,  was 
the  very  term  which  the  ancient  Sabellians  had  con- 
tended for  at  the  council  of  Antioch,  whatever  were 
their  reafons  (which  it  is  probable  I  fhould  not 
approve)  for  adopting  it  before,  the  fame  would 
lead  them  to  approve  of  it  now. 


I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 


KIV.    JAMKS    BAKNARO. 

LETTER     VI. 

The  Condufien. 


REVEREND    SIR, 

"Vr  O  U  fee  that  I  have  complied  with  your 
requeft  (Preface,  p.  17)  in  not  clofing  this 
concroverfy  till  I  had  cenfidered,  and  replied  to  what 
you,  with  the  bell  intentions,  I  doubt  not,  have  been 
able  to  allege  in  defence  of  thofe  principles  which 
I  have  attacked.  That  I  have  not  -been  (onvhtced 
by  your  ailments,  I  acknowledge.  But  I  have  not 
decided  without  giving  my  reafons,  of  the  ftrength 
of  which  you  and  the  Public  may  judge.  But, 
being  as  well  latisfied  with  my  opinion  as  you  can 
be  with  yours,  I  certainly  (land  juftified  to  my  own 
mind,  and  I  hope  to  yours  alfo,  in  perfifting  to  ufc 
my  utmoft  endeavours  to  promote  the  general  re- 
ception of  what  I  confider  to  be  an  important  truth, 
and  to  bring  to  a  conclufion  the  long  reign  of  a 
ftindamcntal  error.  I  am  happy  to  find  that  I  have 
not  written  in  vain,  and  that  you,  Sir,  and  all  my 
other  opponents,  have  been,  in  reality,  labouring  in 
concurrence  with  me. 

I  wifh  I  could  leflen  your  fears  with  refpcft  x,q 

the  confequences  of  the  fpread  of  unitarianifm. 

H4  You 
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You  fay,  Preface,  p.  lo,  that  "  infidelity,  deifm, 
"  negleft  and  contempt  of  all  religion,  both  in 
"  belief  and  pradtice,  either  keeps  pace  with,  or 
"  follows  clofe  at  the. heels  of,  unitarianifm ;  and 
that  the  general  corruption  of  morals,  fo  much 
complained  of  in  this  nation,  flows,  and  muft 
"  be  expefted  to  flow,  from  the  introdudtion  and 
propagation  of  fuch  baneful  novelties." 


€C 


€€ 
€€ 


Now,  Su-,  I  fliould  think  that  a  very  little  rc- 
fleftion  might  convince  you  that  the  perfons  of 
whofe  violences  you  complain,  and  in  confequcnce 
of  which  you  fay,  p.  1 2,  diat  "  the  peaceful  inhabi- 
"  tants  of  this  nation  can  fcarcely  fleep  quiedy  in 
*^  their  houfes,  or  walk  the  ftreets  with  fafety;  and 
"  that  the  moll  vigilant  father  of  a  family  can  fcarce 
preferve  his  children  from  feduftion,  or  his  pro- 
perty from  being  plundered,"  never  heard  of 
unitarianifm.  However,  let  the  judges  in  their 
circuits  examine  irtto  the  matter,  and  report  die 
feith  of  all  thcfe  who  are  condemned  for  capital 
crimes.  The  ufual  la^  dying  Jpeecbes  and  confefficns 
of  thofe  wretches  do  not,  I  believe,  throw  any  light 
upon  the  fubjeft;  but  perhaps  you  will  fay  that  we 
bribe  them  all  to  be  filent.  It  is  a  fadt,  however, 
that,  I  imagine,  may  be  afcertained;  and  let  not 
the  vices  of  the  age  be  imputed  to  Unitarians,  or 
any  other  clafs  of  men,  till  they  have  been  proved 
to  be  guilty.  In  my  opinion,  you  may  juft  as  wcU 
afcribe  tl\e  increafe  of  vice  and  prophanenefs  to  the 
increafe  of  books,  the  increafe  of  turnpike  roads, 
or  the  increafe  of  navigable  canals. 

On 
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On  the  contrary,  it  is  my  firm  opiiuon  that  the 
confequence  of  the  increaic  of  knowledge,  and 
efpecially  the  prevalence  of  rational  fentiments,  will 
be  the  increafe  of  virtue;  that  unitarianifm  will  be 
the  only  cure  of  infidelity;  and  that  it  will  by  thb 
means  prevent  the  evils  of  which  infideUty  is  the 
caufe. 

In  the  mean  time,  we  Unitarians  think  ourfelves 
fame  of  the  mofl:  quiet  and  peaceable  fiibjefts  in 
the  realm;  that  we  are  very  orderly  ourfelves,  and 
promoters  of  good  order  in  the  places  where  we 
refide.  As  to  myfelf,  I  wifli  you  would  inquire  of 
our  common  friend,  Mr.  Berington.  He  will  be 
able  to  give  an  account  of  me,  and  I  believe  a 
favourable  one;  and  if  you  would  do  us  the  fevour 
to  make  us  a  vifit,  and  fpend  a  few  days  with  us, 
I  fhould  not  doubt  of  foon  leading  you  to  think 
more  favourably  of  myfetf,  and  of  Unitarians  in 
general,  than  you  now  do. 

I  am.  Reverend  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  fervant, 

J.   PRIESTLEY. 


rn 
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T    O 


THE   REV.    Dr.   KNOWLES, 


PREBENDARY    OF    ELL 


Magna  pctis  Phaeton;  ct  qux  non  viribus  iftis 
Miincra  convcniant. 


Ovid. 
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THE    REV.    Dr.    KNOWLES. 


REVEREND  SIR, 

■VrOU  are  pteafed  to  fay,  in  your  traft  intided 
Primitive  Qjriftimity,  Preface,  "p.  i,  that  you 
**  wrote  "  without  any  view,  or  defign,  of  entering 
**  into  controverly ;  which  you  openly  tiifclaim,  what- 
"  ever  may  be  faid  or  written  againft  you."  Yet, 
as  I  cannot  perfuade  myfelf  that  you  really  wifhed 
to  pafs  unnoticed,  and  as  any  thing  advanced  by  a 
dignitary  of  the  church  of  England  will  have  weight 
with  fome,  I  ftiall  make  a  few  obfervations  on 
what  you  have  advanced,  chiefly  to  apprize  you 
that,  whether  young  or  old  in  point  of  years,  of 
which  I  am  wholly  ignorant,  you  are  very  young 
in  this  controverfy,  and  that  it  would  have  been 
more  advifable  for  you  to  have  read  a  httle  more 
before  you  had  attempted  towrita  yourarguments 
for  the  divinity  and  worfliip  of  Chrift  are  fo  very 
ftale,  and  fupcrftcial. 

You 
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You  would  prove,  p.  3,  that  "  Chrift  was  the 
"  objeft  of  worihip  while  he  was  on  earth,"  contrary 
to  the  opinion  of  all  the  orthodox  chriftian  Fathers, 
and  to  what  appears  upon  the  very  face  of  the 
gofpel-hiftory,  bccaufe  in  our  Englifh  tianflation  he 
is  faid  to  have  received  worjhip.  You  were  not 
aware,  I  prelume,  that  in  the  fcriptures  the  fanne 
term  is  applied  to  metiy  and  that  therefore,  by  this 
argument,  you  might  prove  them  alfo  to  be  objefks 
of  divine  worfliip.  You  da  not  even  confider  what 
was  the  meaning  of  that  Englifh  word  at  the  time 
in  which  this  tranflation  of  ours  was  made,  when 
even  a  court  of  aldermen  was  ftiled  the  worjhipful 
and  perfons  in  other  inferior  offices  were  all  addrelTed 
by  the  ftyle  of  your  wcrjhip. 

You  alfo  fay,  p.  6,  that  "  Chrift  muft  be  God 
*'  becaufe  baptifm  is  faid  to  have  been  adminiftered 
"  in  his  name,"  without  reflefting  that  Paul  fpeaks 
of  perfons  being  baptized  unto  Mofis\  fo  that  accord- 
ing to  this  argument,  the  Jewiih  lawgiver  muft  have 
been  God,  as  well  as  the  chriftian* 

You  farther  fay,  that  Jefus  muft  be  God  becaufe 
he  is  called  the  Son  of  Gody  and  that  "  the  Jews  all 
*'  underrtood  the  phrafe  as  of  the  fame  nature  with 
"  God."  But  was  not  the  apoftle  John  a  Jew,  and 
does  not  he  call  all  chriftians  the  Jons  of  God? 

Your  arguments  from  the  Fathers  of  the  firfl 
century,  ftiew  either  an  utter  unacquaintednefe  with 
die  ftate  of  the  writings  that  are  afcribcd  to  them, 

or 
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or  great  unfaimefs  in  your  reprefcntations  of  them, 
and  therefore  I  fuppofe  the  former.  You  quote 
Ignatius,  p.  27,  as  upon  all  occafions  calling  Chrift 
God,  without  ever  informing  your  readers  that  diis 
perpetual  addition  of  the  term  God  to  the  word 
Chrift,  in  his  epiftles,  is  generally  confidered  as  an 
interpolation.  It  is  indeed,  a  manifeft  and  abfurd 
one,  fuch  a  phrafeology  not  refembhng  any  thing 
in  that  age,  or  indeed  in  any  fubfequent  one.  Like 
Mr.  Barnard,  you  quote,  p.  80,  the  epiftie  of 
Dionyfius  of  Alexandria,  as  unqueftionably  genuine, 
when  it  is  manifeftly  fpuriousj  and,  like  him,  p.  98, 
you  fpcak  of  the  equality  of  the  Son  with  the  Father 
as  "  defined  by  the  council  of  Nice"  when  the 
Nicene  creed  fays  nothing  of  that  equality,  and  Ae 
writings  of  that  age  fhew  that  the  idea  had  not  even 
occurred  to  the  moft  zealous  Trinitarians  in  that 
period. 

You  quote  Juftin  Martyr,  p.  36,  as  pleading  for 
the  worlhip  of  Chrift  as  God,  when  the  term  that 
he  ufes  (ffrfnv)  is  far  from  neceffarily  implying ^<j>'fr, 
or  any  proper  religious  worjbipi  and  in  the  very 
fame  fentence  it  is  applied  to  the  boly  angels;  and 
you  only  think  that  you  can  exclude  them  by  a 
punduation,  for  which  there  is  no  authority,  or 
probability. 

That  Juftin  Martyr,  and  others  of  the  Platoniz- 

ing  Fathers,   maintained  that  Chrift  was  God  is 

univerlally  acknowledged;   but  it  is  evident  that 

they  did  not  confider  him  as  equal  to  the  Father. 

Among 


"  one,  and  alone  the 
"  he  was  in  the  form 
"  the  robbery  of  being 
"  he  knew  that  he  wt 
"  never  compared  hi 
*'  Pcmcmberii^  that  I 
**  he  had  his  being  be 
"  The  Son  is  Icfc  th: 
"  lanftified  by  him. 
"  and  creator  of  all,  \ 
"  vifible,  immenfe, 
**  God,  to  whofe  gre 
*'  nothii^  can  be  prefe 
"'  Son  docs  nothing  of 
"  he  come  of  himfelf, 
"  Father's  commands. 

You  quote  Origen, 
praying  to  Chrift.  Bu 
that,  in  his  treatife  oi 
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"  whom  our  Saviour  himfelf  prayed  — .  We  are 
"  not  to  pray  to  another  who  has  the  fame  common 
"  &ther  as  ourfclves ;  Jeftis  himfelf"  faying  that  we 
*'  muft  pray  to  the  Father  through  him  — .  In  this 
"  we  are  all  agreed,  and  are  not  divided  about  the 
"  method  of  prayer;  but  Ihould  we  not  be  divided 
"  if  fome  prayed  to  the  Father,  and  fome  to  the 
"  Son?"     De  Oratione,  p.  48. 

You  take  it  for  granted  that  Cyprian  quoted  the 
difputed  text  in  die  epiftle  of  John,  without  inform- 
ing your  readers  of  any  thing  that  Sir  Ifaac  Newton, 
and  other  learned  men,  have  alleged  to  prove  the 
contrary;  without  attempting  to  account  for  this 
text  not  being  quoted  by  any  of  thofe  Fathers  who 
i4)pear  to  have  taken  the  moft  puns  to  colleft 
paflages  of  fcripture  in  &vour  of  the  doftrine  of  the 
trinity;  and  without  obferving  that  this  text  is  not 
to  be  found  in  any  ancient  Greek  manufcript  what- 
ever; or  that  it  is  now  omitted  by  Grielbach,ithe 
laft  and  moft  accurate  editor  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment.  This,  Sir,  is  giving  evidence  ex  forte;  it  is 
concealing  the  truth,  and  mifleading  your  reader. 

Notwithftanding  your  great  zeal  for  orthodoxy, 
you  leem  to  endeavour  not  ablblutely  to  exclude 
us  poor  Unitarians  from  all  polTibility  of  falvationj 
but  your  endeavours  are  ineSe£tual.  After  (peak- 
ing of  the  Alhanafian  creed,  p.  122,  as  "  con- 
"  taining  the  fum  and  fubftance  of  all  orthodox 
*'  divinity,"  you  fay,  "  Thefe  are  the  articles  which 
I  "  are 
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**  arc  declared  to  be  ncceffary  to  falvatioiij  and  iht 
"  fcripture  has  declared  the  fame.  For  the  whok 
*'  &bric  of  chriftianity  refls  upon  them.  But  it 
"  does  not  follow  from  hence,  that  the  belief  of 
"  every  titde  in  the  creed,  however  true,  and  rc- 
**  ceived  by  ourfclves  as  luch,  is  therefore  the 
**  neceflkry  condition  of  the  falvation  of  others." 

This,  Sir,  is  like  opening  the  door,  and  inftantly 
(hutting  it  again,  without  giving  us  an  opportunity 
of  entering.  For  if  your  premifes  be  true,  the 
belief  of  all  the  articles  of  this  creed  muft  be  uni- 
verjally  neceflary  to  falvation,  to  me  as  well  as  to 
you.  Indeed  you  feem  to  fay  as  much  in  what 
immediately  follows,  "  Surely  then  none  need  be 
"  offended  at  the  public  repetition  of  it  in  our 
"  churches;  for  it  condemns  none  but  thole  who 
"  will  not  believe,  and  be  faved."  I  fuppofe,  then, 
that  if  I  do  not  believe,  you  wiU  fay  that  I  wtndi 
not  believe,  though  I  fhould  allege  that  I  covii 
not;  and  therefore,  in  your  opinion,  my  falvation, 
notwithftanding  the  utmoft  extent  of  your  charity, 
is  not  at  all  the  nearer.  It  is  happy  for  me.  Sir, 
that  you  are  not  my  judge. 

You  have  done  very  prudendy  to  decline  pro- 
ceeding in  this  controverfy.  Had  you  {)erfifted,  I 
fhould  have  given  you  a  little  advice  how  to  con- 
duit yourfclf  better.  I  only  fear  that  it  may  be 
fulpefted  by  fome,  that  you  are  no  real  friend  to  the 
doftrine  of  the  trinity,  and  that  you  meant  to  betray 

die 
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the  caufe  by  feeming  to  defend  it.  In  this,  how- 
ever, I  acquit  you,  firmly  believing  that  you  are  a 
weak  friend,  and  not  an  infiduous  enemy,  to  the 
caufe  of  orthodoxy. 

I  am.  Reverend  Sir, 


Your  very  humble  fervant, 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 
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LETTER     I. 


Of  the  ObjeSl  and  Spirit  of  Mr.  Hawkins's  Addrefs. 


REVEREND  SIR, 

"V^^OU  have,  in  the  courfe  of  your  Expoftulatory 
Addrefs  to  me,  fo  frequently,  and  in  fuch 
varied  phrafe,  exprefled  your  furprize  and  ajionijh^ 
ment  at  my  fentiments  and  condufl:,  that,  without 
being  guilty  of  pl^arifm,  I  cannot  tell  how  to 
cxprefs  what  I  think  of  yours.  Perhaps  you  were 
aware  of  this,  and  thought  to  efcape  by  this  means. 
There  is  not,  in  faft,  however,  any  proper  caufe  of 
wonder i  either  with  refpeft  to  my  cdnduft,  or  yours; 
and  both  may  be  very  well  accounted  for,  without 
any  extraordinary  knowledge  of  human  nature.  I 
fhall  only  mention  one  occafion  of  furprize  to  me 
at  the  time^  though  it  is  not  at  all  fo  at  prefent. 
This  was  that,  notwithftanding  our  frequent  intcr- 
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views,  and  occaiional  coircfpondence,  in  which  each 
of  us  advanced,  without  the  leaft  apparent  conftraint, 
whatever  occurred  to  us,  and  in  which  ibis  cantro- 
verfyy  and  the  bufinefs  of  Jubfcriptionj  were  fometimes 
mentioned,  you  never  expreflcd  the  leaft  difappro- 
bation  of  my  conduft,  nor  had  I  any  fufpicion  of 
it  till  this  primed  expojiulaiion  was  announced  to  me. 

You  fay,  p.  2,  that  your  "  private  fentiments  of 
"  me  are  thofe  of  friendfliip  and  refpeft."  Mine 
to  you  were  the  fame,  with  the  addition  of  the  moft 
undifguifed  franknefs.  Why  then  not  hint  to  me, 
what  you  now  publicly  declare,  that  "  my  opinions 
**  were  dangerous,"  that  my  manner  of  propagat- 
ing them  "  tended  to  introduce  confufion  and  difcord 
into  the  community,'*  and  that  "  many  of  my 
writings,"  p.  52,  "  have  been  the  fource  of  unhap- 
pinefs  and  univerfal  fceptecifm.  For  it  is,"  you 
fay,  "  an  undoubted  faft,  that  fcveral  ferious-dirif- 
"  tians  have  been  fo  far  difquieted  by  them,  as  to 
**  lofe  their  inward  peace,  that  others  have  been 
*'  thrown  upon  the  verge  of  infidelity,  and  that 
"  thoufands  of  thofe  whp  already  held  all  religion  in 
contempt,  or  totally  negledtcd  its  duties,  have 
been  greatly  confirmed  in  their  unbelief,  or  their 
tepidity;  being  perfuaded,  by  thefe  obftinate 
"  altercations,  that  there  was  neither  certainty  in 
religion,  nor  any  real  charity  in  thofe  who  profefs 
to  be  guided  by  its  influence,  fince  they  arc  thus 
difturbing  fociety  for  a  few  metaphyfical  fubtiltics, 
in  points  which  lie  intirely  beyond. the  reach  of 
hun>an  conc^cption."     Why  did  not  you  teU  me 
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then  (for  it  was  the  part  ai  a  friend)  ■as  y an  do  now, 
th^  I  was  "  not  afting  a  friendly,  or  a  juitifi^le', 
"  part  with  regard  to  fociety." 

Inconfiftently,  however,  with  all  this,  you  fay, 
p.  5  5 ,  that  "  you  are  &r  from  any  defign  to  caft  any 
"  reflection  upon  the  uprightnefs  of  my  motive,  or 
"  the  fmccrity  of  my  belief  in  revealed  religion." 
How  then,  Sir,  in  Foro  Cen/cientia,  is  my  conduft 
lefs  juftifiable  than  yours  ?  If  it  be  pubUc  dtjputaiion 
that  does  the  mifchief,  your  guilt  is  manifcftiy 
greater  than  minej  as  by  this  publication  of  yours 
you  are  promoting  the  very  thing  that  you  condemn. 
On  the  contrary,  I  engage  in  this  controverfy,  and 
lirge  it  by  every  method  in  my  power,  becaufc  I 
believe  it  to  be  fubfervient  to  a  great  and  pubhc 
good,  vi2.  the  overturning  of  error,  and  the  efta- 
blifhment  of  important  truth.  I  rejoice  to  fee  this 
fiiggot  of  _j'OKrj  thrown -into  that  fire,  which  I  hope 
will  not  be  exdnguifhed  dll  it  has  efiefhially  anfwer- 
cd  the  end  for  which  I  have  excited  it,  and  I  am 
happy  to  think  that  it  has  already  done  this  in  a 
great  meafure.  It  is  not,  I  hope,  the  lalt  fa^ot 
that  you  will  contribute. 

Why  did  not  you  tell  mc  during  our  frequent 
intercourfe,  as  you  do  now,  that  I  ought  to  have 
written  in  Latift.  Speaking  of  my  pubUcarions  in 
this  controverfy,  "  you  ougjit,"  you  fay,  p.  47, 
"  in  my  opinion  to  have  pubiiflicd  them  in  a  form 
*<  and  language  to  which  the  learned  only  could 
"  have  acccfs,  and  not  in  cheap  flying  pamphlets, 
"&c. 


&c.  — .  Neither  can  I  fee  any  fufEcient  motives 
for  your  publifhing  at  all  your  opinions  on  maUer, 
Jpirity  and  pbilojophical  necejfity^  which,  could  they 
poflibly  be  proved,  are  mere  metaphyfical  (pecu- 
lations, that  can  anfwer  no  ufefiil  purpofe,  and  yet 
may  in  the  mean  time  lead  thoufands  into  error 
and  perplexities." 


That  any  man  liberally  educated,  profeflSng  a 
regard  to  truth,  and  the  great  bulinefs  of  enlighten- 
ing the  minds  of  all  men,  fhould  write  in  this 
manner  would  have  appeared  extraordinary,  if  it  had 
not  been  fufRciently  of  a  piece  with  the  reft  of  your 
pamphlet ;  though  it  is  fufficiendy  difcordant  with 
your  other  publications,  in  defence  of  the  Refar^ 
fnatiofiy  in  which  you  know  that  every  attempt  was 
made  to  awaken  the  attention,  and  enlighten  the 
minds,  of  the  moft  illiterate.  In  anfwer  to  what 
you  here  allege,  it  is  fufEcient  for  me  to  fay,  as 
Luther  would  have  done,  and  as  the  apoftles  would 
have  done  before  him,  that  I  write  in  order  to  be 
underftoody  and  that  I  wifti  to  inftruft  the  common 
people  in  matters  which  appear  to  me  moft  nearly  to 
concern  them,  and  therefore  I  write  in  a  language 
which  they  underftand.  I  alfo  write  for  the  inftruc- 
tion  of  the  pooTy  and  therefore  I  make  many  of  my 
publications  as  cheap  as  poffible. 

Befides,  the  Bifhop  of  iSt.  David's  will  tell  you, 
that  I  am  fo  far  from  being  able  to  write  in  Latin, 
that  I  cannot  even  read  that  language,  fo  that 
you  are  urging  a  man  to  run^  who  cannot  wtdk^ 

or 
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or  even  ftand.  However,  I  ftiall  certaialy  aflume 
the  right  of  judging  for  myfelf,  both  with  rcfpeft  to 
the  fuhjeSis  on  which  I  write,  and  the  language  I 
make  ufe  of.  Your  cenfure  of  my  conduct  in  this 
relpe<^  equally  a&fts  Mr.  Locke,  and  the  greatelt 
men  who  ever  lived.  How  then  could  you  imagine 
that  your  advice  ftiould  not  be  confidercd  as  im- 
[>ertinent,  and  abfurd  ? 

You  fay,  p.  2,  that  you  are  **  far  from  ftudying 
*'  to  make  my  cxpreffions  appear  frightful,"  as 
many  of  my  antagonilb  have  done ;  at  the  fame 
time  that  you  have  taken  pains,  p.  46,  &c.  to 
colleft  from  all  my  publications  every  thing  that 
you  could  bring-  together  of  the  kind;  and  by 
taking  the  paiT^s  out  of  their  proper  connexion, 
and  without  contrafting  them  with  any  others  of  a 
different  nature  (which,  had  you  been  fo  dilpofed> 
you  might  have  found  in  abundance)  you  have  done 
every  thing  in  your  power  to  raife  the  indignation 
of  your  readers  againfl:  mej  in  &£t,  more  than  all 
my  other  antagonifts  put  together. 

You  muft  know.  Sir,  that  the  writings  of  no 
perfon  whatever,  eipeciaJly  of  fo  voluminous  a  writer 
as  myfelf,  will  bear  to  be  treated  in  this  manner. 
The  fcripturcs  themfelves  will  not  bear  it.  For 
truths  artfully  placed  together,  will  appear  «»/ra/ij; 
and  the  moft  candid  and  benevolent  man  living  may, 
by  the  fame  management,  be  exhibited  as  the  molt 
uncandid  and  malignant. 

Nocwithllanding 
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Notwithftanding  the  fiicndfhip  you  exprefs  for 
me,  it  is  evident  from  what  you  have  written,  that 
you  would  rejoice  in  my  death,  as  much  as  you  did 
in  that  of  my  friend  Mr.  Palmer,  whofe  early 
deceafe  I  lamented,  as  being  cut  off  in  the  begiming 
of  bis  ufefulnefsj  "  that  is,"  you  fay,  p.  53,  "  whiUl 
he  was  doing  his  utmoft  to  unhinge  the  feith  of 
mankind,  laying  plans  to  prove  that  Chrift  was  a 
mere  mortal  like  liimfelf,  and  ftudying  to  dcmon- 
ftrate  the  impoflibility  of  the  truth  of  the  chief 
particulars  in  the  hiftory  of  his  miraculous  con- 
ception. The  hidden  ways  of  providence,'*  you 
add,  "  are  beyond  the  reach  of  man,  and  it  were 
prefumption  to  pry  too  curioufly  into  the  fecret 
defigns  of  the  Almighty.  Yet  it  is  highly  pro- 
bable, that  many  who  confider  the  intercfts  of 
p\ire  chriftianity  in  a  very  different  light  to  what 
"  Mr.  Palmer  did,  may  alfo  have  formed  very 
**  different  conjeftures  upon  \nsfudden  removal,  and 
"  be  inclined  to  pay  their  gratefril  thanks  to  heaven, 
**  for  what  they  poffibly  may  conceive  to  be  a 
"  peculiar  inftance  of  its  watchflilnefs  over  the 
"  interefts  of  true  religion." 

Now  had  /  died  twenty  years  ago,  thefe  remarks 
you  will,  no  doubt,  think  would  have  been  rather 
more  applicable  to  my/elf.  I  would  farther  obfervc 
that,  V.  hatever  is  the  proper  objeft  of  gratittuie  to 
God  after  it  is  beflowed,  is  always  deemed  to  be 
a  proper  fubjeft  of  prayer  while  the  event  is  depend- 
ing. Since,  therefore,  you  would  be  thankful  to 
God  for  my  death,  I  mull  prefume  that  your  fenti- 
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ments  and  conduft  are  confiftent;  and  confequcntly 
that  you  pr^  for  it.  And  what  fignify  prayers.  Sir, 
without  endeavours  ?  But,  being  of  opinion,  per- 
haps, that  I  have  already  done  all  the  nufchief  that 
I  well  can,  you  may  think  it  not  worth  your  whik 
to  ran  any  rifque  in  order  to  cut  off  the  little  of  my 
life  that  is  leit 

You  ftyle  your  addrefs  to  me  an  Expoftulatim, 
being  intended,  I  fuppofe,  to  diffuade  me  from 
purfuing  this  controverfy.  But  you  may  eafily 
perceive  that  your  advice  comes  too  late,  and  that 
the  bufinefs  is  nearly  over.  Such  an  addrefs  as 
yours,  to  have  done  any  good,  (hould  have  been 
prefented  at  the  very  outfet  of  the  bufineis,  before 
my  meafiires  were  fo  decidedly  taken,  as  you  muft 
perceive  they  now  arc.  In  thefe  circumftances,  if 
you  had  meant  to  fenre  the  cau^e  that  you  have 
cfpoufcd,  and  not  yourjeif  only,  you  Ihould  have 
6irly  entered  into  the  argununt,  and  have  attempted 
to  refute  what  I  am  endeavouring  to  prove.  Inftead 
cf  this,  you  content  yourfelf  with  what  is  abundantly 
cafier,  viz.  giving  your  opimor,  which  muft  be  con- 
{idered  as  very  alluming,  till  your  opinions  fhall 
have  acquired  more  weight  with  the  learned.  Time, 
and  long  experience  of  a  man's  ability,  knowledge, 
and  integrity,  are  requifite  to  g^ve  credit  to  what  , 
any  man  fhould  onty  confidently  afert,  without 
condefcending  to  give  any  reckons  for  his  aflertions. 
And  yet  this  is  all  you  have  done  with  refpeft  to  the 
proper  fubjeft  of  this  controverfy. 

What 
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What  I  have  profeffed  to  maintain  is,  that  the 
primitive  chriftian  church  was  Unitarian ;  and  for  this 
I  have  given  my  rea/onsy  much  at  large.  But  inftead 
of  examining  any  of  thofc  reafons,  we  find  nothing 
but  your  own  1^  dixit.  "  I  flatter  myfelf,"  you 
fay,  p.  I,  "  that  it  poflibly  may  be  of  fome  little 
fervice,  as  well  to  the  general  caufe  of  religion, 
as  to  the  quiet  of  thofe  individuals  who,  from  the 
extraordinary  clamour  that  has  been  raifed  againft 
the  tenet,  which  has  hitherto  been  held  with  ajionijbing 
unanimity  by  the  great  body  of  chrijiians  in  every  age 
and  nation,  have  been  led  to  apprehend  that  the 
whole  fyftem  of  revealed  religion  is  built  upon 
**  fome  unliable  foundation,  upon  fome  prejudicaced 
"  notions,  of  which  the  fallacy  is  likely  to  be  foon 
*'  demonftrated." 

Now,  Sir,  they  muft  be  very  ftrange  people,  and 
hardly  worth  giving  fatisfaftion  to,  who  could 
imagine  that  the  whole  of  revealed  religion  is  in 
danger  by  eftablilhing  the  doftrine  of  one  God,  and 
the  divine  mifTion  of  Chrift  from  this  one  God,  to 
teach  the  doftrines  of  the  refurreftion  and  of  future 
judgment.  This  is  the  fx/iem  of  revealed  religion ; 
and  how  is  this  in  danger  of  being  overturned  by 
my  endeavours  to  prove  that  this  meflTengei*  from 
God  to  man  was  a  man  ?  Will  it  be  fufpefted  that 
Mofes,  another  meflenger  from  God  to  man,  was 
an  impoftor,  becaufe  he  was  nothing  more  than 
a  man?  If  you  have  no  doubt  of  my  being  a 
fincere  believer  in  revealed  religion,  why  fhould 
you  entertain  any  fufpicion  with  refpedt  to  thofe 

•    who 
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who  may  be  influenced  by  my  writings.  I  IhaU 
hardly  make  any  of  my  readers  worfe  than  myfelf. 
But,  in  any  event,  why  fliould  I,  or  the  public,  take 
your  ft^re  word  for  the  ftate  of  opinions  in  early 
times.  You  muft  think  highly  of  yourfelf  indeed 
to  imagine  this. 

You  fay  agMn,  p,  48,  fpeaking  of  the  doftrinc 
of  the  trinity,  "  I  am  fatisfied  that  it  has  been  the 
**  genera]  fentiment  of  all  chriftians  for  feventeen 
"  hundred  years.  For  whereas  you  have  aflerted 
"  that,  during  the  four  firft  centuries,  either  the 
**  majority,  or  the  multitude,  believed  the  fimple 
*'  humanity  of  Chrift,  and  were  really  Socinians,  I 
"  am  convinced  that,  from  the  very  rime  that  the 
"  apoftolic  million  was  completed,  even  to  the 
"  prefentday  (if  we  except  a  few  turbulent  years  in 
"  the  days  of  Arius)  the  grand  majority  of  fuch 
"  chriftians,  who  can  properly  be  faid  to  have  had 
"  any  opinion  at  all,  believed,  in  fome  fenfc  or  other, 
"  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift." 

From  reading  this,  a  ftranger  would  naturally 
conclude  that  I  had  done  nothing  more  than  you 
have  done  in  this  bufinefs,  viz.  that  I  had  contented 
myfelf  with  ajferttng  that  the  majority  of  chriftians 
in  early  times  were  Unitarians;  whereas  I  have 
written  a  large  work  lo  prove  it;  and  my  proofs  arc 
not  to  be  anfwered  by  your  confident  afferlions. 

It  will  be  taken  for  granted  that,  as  you  have 
thought  proper,  for  fome  reafon  or  other,  to  take  a 

part 
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part  in  this  bulinefs,  and  have  taken  fo  much  pains 
to  explain  the  nature  of  the  trinity,  if  you  could 
have  done  any  thing  with  rcfped  to  die  proper 
hinge  of  this  controverfy,  by  fhewing  fix)m  clear 
hiftorical  evidence,  that  the  primitive  church  was 
ftridkly  Trinitarian,  you  would  have  done  it.  For 
admitting  all  that  you  have  contended  for,  viz.  that 
the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  is  credible  in  itfcl^  and 
that  the  articles  of  the  church  of  England  are  iiich 
as  an  honeft  nun  may  fubfcribe,  it  amounts  to 
nothing,  unlels  you  can  prove  them  to  be  true. 

You  repeat,  indeed,  fome  hackneyed  arguments 
from  the  fcriptures ;  but  you  know  that  I  confider 
all  arguments  of  that  kind  as  fufficiendy  exhaufted 
on  both  fides,  and  therefore  have  chofen  a  new  field 
of  argument.  It  is  curious  enough  that  you  fhould 
make  fuch  a  parade  of  meeting  me,  and  yet  carefiilly 
avoid  every  place  where  I  profefs  to  come.  How- 
ever, as  you  will  not  come  upon  my  ground,  I  will, 
as  far  as  is  confident  with  my  plan,  meet  you  on 
your  own. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER. 
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LETTER     II. 


Of  Iwonfifiencm  in  Mr.  Hawkins's  Ideas  of  the 
Nature  of  Subfcription. 

KEVEREND    SIK, 

A  S  a  great  part  of  your  letter  to  me,  as  well  as 
of  that  to  Mr.  Berington,  is  employed  on  the 
Jlibjeft  o(  fubfcriptien,  on  which  I  have  addreOed 
the  candidates  for  orders  in  the  two  univerfities,  I 
ftiall,  for  their  fakes,  confider  what  you  have  ad- 
vanced with  rcfpcft  to  it. 

Having  quitted  the  church  of  Rome  becaufe  you 
could  not  approve  of  her  tenets,  or  her  difcipline, 
1  do  not  wonder  that  you  hefitated,  as  you  fay  you 
did*,  before  you  could  fubfcribc  the  ardcles  of  the 
church  of  Engknd.  For  if,  as  you  very  juftly 
obfervef,  "  they,  and  they  alone  can  confcientioufly 
*'  fubfcribe,  who  can  truly  and  honeftly  aflent  to 
*'  the  articles,  in  a  fair  and  literal  interpretation  of 
*'  the  terms ;"  it  muft  be  exceedingly  difficult  to  a 
peribn  who  cooUy  confiders  the  great  number  of 
diffinft  propofitions,  an  aflent  to  which  the  fub- 
fcription  of  the  articles  requires,  to  give  an  unfeigned 

•  DtfoKi,  p.  to.  t  AdditTs,  p.  %%. 
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affent  to  them  all^  confiftently  with  the  principles  on 
which  you  diflented  from  the  church  of  Rome; 
elpecially  as  you  condemn  the  condudt  of  the  Dif- 
fenters  from  the  chiircli  of  England,  and  confider 
fchifm'^  as  "  a  fin  of  the  dcepeft  dye;'*  fo  that  you 
tell  your  friend  "  it  concerns  both  you  and  us,  as 
**  we  value  our  faivation,  to  dread  the  imputation 
"  of  it."  It  is,  indeed,  fleering  between  Scylla  and 
Chary bdis\  and  I  fear  you.  Sir,  have  not  elcaped  a 
rude  fliock  in  the  paffage. 

There  arc,  I  think,  evident  traces  of  a  bias  upon 
your  mind,  which  may  have  had  more  influence 
than  you  are  diftlnftly  aware  of^  in  the  preference 
you  have  given  to  the  church  of  England ;  even 
fiippofing  a  view  to  the  emoluments  of  it  to  have  been 
wholly  out  of  the  queftlon.  You  fayf,  that  you 
had  "  a  wijh  to  adhere  to  an  epifcopal  church;'* 
and  that  after  your  fufpence  about  fubfcription,  you 
were  determined  by  "  a  perfon  of  literary  and  re- 
**  ligious  eminence;"  a  member,  I  prefume,  of  the 
church  of  England,  becaufe  your  decilion  was  in 
favour  of  it.  But  had  your  mind  been  really  un- 
biaffed,  you  would  have  confulted  with  perfons  oid 
of  the  church  as  well  as  thofe  within  it-y  and  you 
might  have  found  perfons  of  literary  and  reli^ous 
eminence  among  them.  To  confult  with  none  but 
thofe  of  whofe  opinion  we  are  well  apprized,  and  to 
decide  according  to  their  opinion,  is  generally  con- 

•  Dejence^  p.  72.  f  Defence^  p.  11  x, 
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fidered  as  a  proof  that  the  choice  preceded  the  emful- 
taiiott;  and  you  Ihould  have  avoided  the  fufptcion 
of  this. 

That  the  ftep  was  not  taken  with  the  fiiU  and 
unwavering  affent  of  your  mind,  may,  I  think,  be 
inferred  from  your  occallonally  throwing  out  luch 
generous  fentiments  as  are  inconfiftent  with  your 
fubfcription;  as  when  you  fay*,  "  the  pale  of  the 
"  church  fhould  not  be  narrower  than  die  apoftles 
"  left  ic;"  andf  that  "  the  eunuch  and  jailor  made 
"  a  fufficient  profeflion  of  their  faith."  For  certainly 
this  was  a  very  fcanty  &ith  compared  with  that  in 
all  the  articles  of  the  church  of  England.  Many 
could  fubfcribe  the  former,  who  would  be  excluded 
from  communion  by  the  latter.  This  narrownefs, 
therefore,  you  muft  difapprove. 

Your  plan  of  a  truly  catholic  fyjiem  of  religion,  I 
greatly  approve;  but  it  is  a  plan  very  different 
indeed  from  that  of  the  church  of  England.  "  How 
"  eafify,"  you  fay;):,  "  might  a  truly  catholic  fyftcm 
"  of  religion  be  drawn  up  among  chriftians.  Their 
"  canon  of  fcripture  Ihould  contain  thofe  books 
"  only  which  all  agree  to  have  been  never  doubted 
**  of  by  any  confiderable  part  of  the  chriftian 
•*  church.  Their  form  of  worfliip  fhould  be  fuch 
•*  as  all  allowed  to  be  lawful,  though  all  might 
**  perhaps  not  think  it  advifable  to  adopt;  their 
**  creed  to  contain  fuch  articles  as  all  acknowledge 

•  Drf^t,  p.  jS.         t  Drfaict.  p.  si.        I  Difinu.  p.  81. 
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"  to  be  revealed,  expreffed  in  fcriptural  terms  only, 
and  whatever  regarded  difcipline  only  to  be  regu- 
lated by  each  national  church,  as  ciraimftances 

"  might  direft.     Beyond  the  plain  declarations  of 

"  fcripture  every  thing  fhould  be  confidered  as 
matter  of  opinion  only,  and  no  confequences  of 
opinion  fhould  be  charged  on  any  which  they 
pofitively  difown.  This,"  you  add,  *^  with  a 
fmcere  love  of  truth,  and  a  mutual  performance 
of  fuch  duties  of  charity  as  all  chriftians  owe  to 

"  each  other,  would  unite  them  all  in  one  com- 
munion, and  one  focietyj  and  a  variation  of 
difcipline  would  then  be  no  more  a  matter  of 
difpute  than  a  variation  in  language  or  in  climate. 

**  With  hand  and  heart  I  Ihall  ever  be  happy  to  pro- 

"  mote  fo  defirable  a  coalition." 

Then,  Sir,  with  hand  and  heart  you  will  promote 
a  great  change  in  the  church  of  England.  For 
fubftituting  particular  congregatiovsy  for  nationSy  and 
your  plan  is  the  utmoft  extent  of  my  wifhes.  But 
are  you  promoting  fuch  a  plan  as  this  by  giving 
your  affent  and  confent  to  the  creed,  and  forms,  of  a 
church  which  is  the  very  reverfe  of  what  you  have 
fo  beautifully  defcribed  ?  Your  creed  certainly  con- 
tains many  more  articles  than  are  clearly  rrceakdy 
and  they  are  not  expreffed  m  fcriptural  terms.  And 
if  a  mere  variation  of  difcipline  appear  to  you  to  be 
fo  very  inconfiderable  a  thing,  how  can  the  fm  of 
fchifm  be  fo  great  as  you  have  reprefented  it,  when 
you  make  a  man's  fahation  to  depend  upon  it? 
And  how  can  you  juftify  fuch  an  i*:rerfcrcncc  of 

civil 
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civil  power  in  the  Aipport  of  religion  as  the  church 
of  England  has  recourfe  to?  To  become  a  mem- 
ber of  the  church  of  England)  with  fuch  ideas  as 
you  here  exprefs  of  a  much  better  church,  is, 
in  effc6l:,  faying  with  Medea  in  Ovid,  Video  meliora 
proboque,  deteriorafequor. 

Nay  though,  in  this  paflagc,  you  difcpver  a  pre- 
dileftion  for  national  churches,  you  do  not  feem  to 
be  fully  determined  on  the  fubjeft.  For  you  fay*, 
"  How  far  it  may  be  proper  that  Diflenters  fhould 
"  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  the  eftablilhed 
"  clergy,  I  am  not  fufficiently  clear."  And  if  fo, 
you  cannot  be  fufficiently  clear  that  there  Ihould  be 
any  national,  or  eftabii/hed,  church  at  all.  For  if  the 
clergy  were  only  paid  by  the  members  of  the  efta- 
blifliment,  or  thofe  who  attend  upon  their  miniftry, 
and  not  by  the  nation  at  large,  their  mode  of  worfliip 
would  no  more  be  eflablijl}ed  than  that  of  the  Dif- 
lenters, whole  minifters  are  alfo  paid  by  thofe  who 
attend  upon  them.  However,  as  you  prod-Is  to 
have  fcriiples  on  this  fubjeift,  and  the  apoftle  Paul 
fays,  be  that  doubteth  is  damned  if  be  eat,  I  take  it 
for  granted  that  you  will  decline  taking  the  tithes  of 
ycur  diflenting  parilhioners. 

Wlien  I  read  the  paragraphs  above  recited,  and 
find  you  tell  your  friend  f,  that  "  the  neceflity  of  an 
**  unerring  guide  is  of  our  own  creating"  (thinking, 
I  fuppofe,  that  the  /criptures  are  fufficient,  and  all 

•  Dtfenci,  p.  gS.  f  Difcaft,  p.  130. 
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human  creeds  unneceffary)  I  conclude  that  when 
you  wrote  them  you  were  not  far  from  being  a 
Diflenter.  And  though  you  had  conformed,  you  had 
not  at  that  time  any  emolument  in  the  church.  I 
doubt  not,  therefore,  but  that  you  wrote  from  your 
real  feelings;  and  though,  after  much  fulpcnfe,  your 
predileftion  for  an  epijcopal  church  (that  is,  for  a 
church  in  which  there  were  bifhops,  and  in  which 
a  man  might  be  a  bilhop,  which  I  fincerely  wifti  ycM 
may  be)  and  the  arguments  of  your  epifcopal  friend 
(who  has  fince,  I  underftand,  given  you  fome  pre- 
ferment, and  is  faid  to  have  promifed  you  more) 
determined  you  in  favour  of  the  church  of  England, 
the  traces  of  your  former  more  liberal  fentiments 
were  never  effaced;  and  on  this  principle  I  account 
for  the  inconfiftencies  which  appear  in  your  writings 
on  the  fubjcft. 

Alfo,  writing  as  you  do  from  your  real  im- 
preflions  at  the  time,  and  thofe  having  been  various, 
you  have  left  traces  of  other  principles  of  fub- 
fcripticn  befides  that  on  which  you  placed  it  above, 
viz.  "  the  literal  meaning  of  the  words  that  you 
"  fubfcribe."  You  fay,  indeed*,  "  To  the  doffrines 
*^  we  aflent  for  the  fake  of  truth,  and  to  the  terms 
in  which  mankind  have  long  agreed  for  the  fake 
of  peace."  But  in  other  places  a  regard  to  peace 
Icems  to  have  carried  you  farther  than  this.  You 
fayf,  that  the  articles  of  the  church  of  England  arc 
not  fo  much  articles  of  faith^  as  articles  of  church 

•  Addrefs,  p.  5.  f  Addrefs,  p.  36. 
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iommunion;  and*  "  to  the  Idty  they  are  articles  of  , 
**  peace  [and  doftrine]  and  that  the  belief  of  thefe 
*'  articles  arc  not  fo  neceflary  as  to  exclude  from  a 
'*  federal  right  to  church  communion,  fuch  as  do 
**  not  think  them  all  conformable  to  revelation." 
Here  I  cannot  help  thinking  the  words  and  doSirine^ 
which  I  have  inclofed  in  brackets,  to  be  an  inter- 
polation; for  if  the  articles  are  not  to  be  helievedy 
how  are  they  articles  of  doSirine.  I  dare  fay  they 
were  not  in  the  original  compofition,  with  which 
they  are  fo  difcordant,  but  were  added  afterwards, 
without  confidering  how  they  would  accord  with 
the  reft  of  the  fentence. 

Now  if  the  iaity  may  be  mennbers  of  your  church, 
though  they  fliould  not  believe  all  its  articles,  may 
not  the  clergy  be  admitted  on  the  fame  terms? 
The  lay  members  are,  no  doubt,  fuppofed  to  join 
in  every  part  of  your  public  fervice,  and  particularly 
in  the  recital  of  your  creeds;  and  as  you  pronounce 
the  everlafting  damnation  of  all  who  do  notb^'lievc 
every  article  of  the  moft  rigid  of  them,  you  furely 
cannot  think  tliem  proper  fubje6ts  of  church  com- 
munion? What  fellowjbip  bos  light  with  darhtejs? 
You  will,  at  Icaft,  make  it  an  unpleafant  fervice 
to  them,  if  not  to  yourfelves. 

I  Ihould  alfo  wifii  to  be  informed  of  the  meaning 
of  the  phrafe  articles  ofpeacej  of  which  you  have  not 
given  any  explanation.    I  can  imagine  no  other 


•  Difnet,  p.  4-7. 
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than  that  they  are  fuch  articles  as  a  man  may  chufc 
to  fubfcribe  rather  than  quarrel  with  other  perfonSy 
or  with  fuch  things  as  are  not  to  be  obtained  without 
fiibfcription,  whether  he  believe  them  or  not.  For 
if  he  really  b-Jicved  them,  they  would  certainly  be 
intitlcd  to  the  appellation  o(  articles  of  faith.  On  the 
whole,  therefore,  I  fufpect  that  there  was  a  time  when 
you  confidcred  them  merely  as  articles  of  peace^  to 
the  clergy  as  well  as  the  laitj^i  or  fuch  articles  as, 
bccaufe  you  could  not  have  better  terms,  you  chofe 
to  fubfcribe  rather  thnn  quarrel  with  the  eftablifhed 
church,  and  the  appendages  of  it. 

Though  you  fay,  as  above*,  that  *'  the  articles 
"  arc  not  to  be  fubfcribed  merely  as  far  as  you 
"  think  them  fcriptural,  nor  merely  as  articles  of 
peace,  nor  becaufe  they  exhibit  upon  the  whole  a 
better  fyftem  of  religion  than  is  found  in  any  other 
fociety;  but  muft  be  able  fairly  to  t^rlare  your 
**  belief  of  the  fcveral  points  which  ti'v.y  contain, 
in  the  very  v/ords  in  wliich  they  are  offered  to 
our  acceptance;"  I  think  I  can  perceive  in  another 
paffage  of  your  Defence  of  the  Reformaticr.y  that  you 
once  thought  otherwife.  For  you  fay+,  "  I  fhall 
"  continue  in  the  church  till  I  difcover  a  better, 
one  that  maintains  a  more  equal  medium  between 
fenaticifm,  fuperftition,  and  indifference,  where 
"  the  doftrines  are  more  conformable  to  revelation, 
^  and  the  difcipline  to  reafon ;  where  fewer  defects 
**  arc  found,  and  the  free  and  liberal  mind  has  a 

•  Addrcfs,  p  42.  t  Defence^  p.  210. 
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"  iairer  field  to  range  in.  In  fomc  points,"  you 
add,  "  relative  to  morality  and  religion,  both  you 
"  and  I  fubmit,  although  we  do  not  pretend  to 
•*  afTert  that  they  are  perfedtly  free  from  all  ob- 
"  icuricy.  A  man  is  fomedrries  called  upon  to  aft, 
"  though  pardy  in  the  Ihade.  Complete  evidence 
"  on  each  ocairrence,  or  abfolute  perfection  in  the 
"  objetfl  of  his  choice,  are  feldom  within  his  reach. 
*'  If  he  fees  enough  to  guide  him,  to  that  which 
*'  feems  beft,  he  may,  often  muft,  proceed;  and  it 
•*  will  be  a  ridiculous  excufe  for  a  man  to  remain 
"  irrefolute  and  inaftive,  that  poflibly  there  might 
"  exift  a  more  perfeft  plan  of  aftion  than  that  which 
"  he  had  adopted." 

This,  Sii',  is  cautioufly  exprelTed,  and  more  feenw 
to  have  been  meant  than  direftly  meets  the  ear.  It 
is  eafy  to  perceive  die  real  ftate  of  mind  under  which 
you  wrote  iliis  paragraph,  and  that  you  have  not 
fully  cxprclTed  your  re^  feelings.  If  you  had  fub- 
fcribed  ex  ammo  to  the  plain  fcnfe  of  what  was 
prijpofed  to  you,  why  make  this  intricate  apology, 
which,  after  all,  does  not  apply  to  the  cafe.  You 
v/ere  nware,  I  doubt  not,  of  the  great  difficulty  of 
reconciling  many  of  the  articles  to  reafon  and  the 
fcriptures;  but  you  were  willing  to  think  that  in 
any  other  eftabliflicd  church  (and  among chefe  alone 
your  choice  lay)  you  would  find  more  objedlions  of 
the  fame  kind,  and  therefore  you  made  the  beft 
you  could  of  tbe/e.  You  would  have  exprefled 
yourfelf  more  intelligibly,  if  you  had  faid  in  fewer 
words. 
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and  it  is  in  the  former  of  thefe  that  you  defend  (lib- 
fcription  on  the  idea  of  the  articles  containing 
nothing  contrary  to  the  fcriptures,  I  conclude  that 
at  the  time  of  fubfcribing  you  thought  that  you  had 
occafion  for  that  Jalvo  \  but  that  afterwards  you 
thought  you  could  make  a  better  defence  on  the 
other  principle,  viz.  that  of  the  latitude  of  interpret 
tation,  which  I  fhall  confider  more  particularly  in 
the  next  letter;  and  in  fhort,  that  you  were  no  real 
.  believer  of  the  articles  either  when  you  wrote  the 
Defepiccy  or  the  Addrejs. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER     III. 

Of  a  Latitude  in  the  Interpretation  of  the  Articles  of 
the  Church  of  England^  and  of  the  Scripures  being 
a  Commentary  on  the  Articles. 


REVEREND  SIR, 

'T^HOUGH  you  plead  for  fubfcribing  according 
to  the  literal  fenfe  of  the  words y  you  plead  for 
a  latitude  of  interpretation,  which,  in  the  light  in 
which  you  confider  it,  appears  to  me  to  be  fully 
equivalent  to  any  other  mode  of  fubfcription,  and  to 
leave  you  as  much  at  liberty  to  think  for  yourfelves. 

This 
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This  latitude  of  interpretation  you  fay*,  *'  thi 
"  legiflature  defignedly  left  us."  But  where  is  the 
evidence  of  this?  It  docs  not  appear  in  any  aft  of 
the  legiflature,  or  in  any  writings  of  the  age;  nor 
does  it  appear  to  have  been  thought  of,  till  it  was 
fuggefted  byBifliopBurnet;  who  being  an  Arminian 
took  great  pains  to  (hew  that  a  perfon  who  was  no 
Calvinift  might  fubfcribe  your  feventeenth  article, 
but  which  all  who  are  Calvinifts  fay  moft  clearly 
exprefles  their  own  opinions,  and  no  other. 

If  thefe  articles  were  drawn  up,  as  the  compilers 
fay,  "  to  prevent  diverfity  of  opinion,"  they  would 
never  have  expreffed  themfelves  in  fuch  a  loofe 
manner  as  equally  to  admit  perfons  who  thought 
fo  differently  from  each  other;  and  who  were  fo 
violently  hoftlle  to  each  other,  as  the  Calvinifts  and 
Arminians  of  that  age  were  ?  The  compilers  of 
thefe  articles,  like  all  other  wi  iters,  intended,  no 
doubt,  to  exprefs  their  own  ideas  as  clearly  as  they 
could  i  and  no  more  thought  of  admitting  into  a 
church,  which  they  wiftied  to  guard  by  this  fub- 
fcription,  thofe  who  held  opinions  different  from 
their  own,  on  the  pretence  of  a  latilude  of  interpre- 
tation, than  by  fubfcribing  them  as  articles  of  peace, 
or  in  any  other  way  that  does  not  imply  a  belief  of 
them  at  all.  This  latitude  of  interpretation  I  can- 
not help  confidering  as  a  very  dangerous  things 
opening  a  door  to  the  moft  fophiftical  perverfion  of 
language,  and  the  moft  (hamefiii  prevarication. 

*  Adtlrtf*,  p.  4.1. 
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Is  there  not  as  much  evidence  of  the  fcripfures 
admitting  this  latitude  of  interpretation,  as  the 
ibirty-nine  articles  i  and  if  the  ufe  of  it  be  to  make 
room  for  diverftty  of  opinionj  I  do  not  fee  why  the 
latitude  of  interpreting  fcripture  might  not  have 
anlwered  tliis  purpofe,  as  well  as  the  latitude  of 
interpreting  the  articles  \  and  therefore  die  com- 
pilers of  thefe  articles,  if  they  had  the  ideas  that  you 
afcribe  to  them,  might  have  faved  themfelves  all 
their  trouble,  and  have  required  a  fubfcription  to 
the  fcriptures  only.  In  reality,  by  this  latitude  of 
interi^retation  you  yourfelf  moft  evidently  contradict 
the  texty  when  you  fay  *,  that  "  they  are  not  Calvi- 
"  niftical."  For  if  they  do  not  exprefs  the  ideas 
of  Calvin  with  refpeft  to  the  doftrines  of  grace^ 
original  fin  J  and  fredeflination^  it  it  is  not  eafy  to  fay 
where  genuine  Calvinifm  is  to  be  found. 

I  am  ftill  more  furprized  that  you  fhould  layf, 
that  "  the  belief  of  the  more  moderate  Socinians, 
when  reduced  to  its  moft  fimple,  as  well  as  moit 
decent  expreflTion,  and  that  of  the  church  of 
England,  as  fct  forth  in  a  gL^neral  meeting  of  her 
"  divines  at  Oxford  in  the  year  1695,  differ  much 
**  lefs  from  each  ether  than  is  ufually  prefumed."  ' 
This,  Sir,  leads  me  to  tliink  that  your  own  real 
fentiments  are  not  very  different  from  what  you 
would  call  moderate  Socimanifn,  But  by  what  ftrange 
latitude  of  interpretation  nvjft  it  be,  by  means  of 
which  Calvinifts,  Arminians,  and  Socinians,  might 

•  Addrefs,  p.  39.  f  Addi-efs,  p.  +. 
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all  fubfcribe  the  fame  articles,  drawn  up  with  fuch 
ftudied  precifion,  purpofely  to  exclude  diverfity  if 
cpinioit?  The  compilers  mufl:  have  been  very 
unfortunate  in  exprelTing  tlieir  own  opinions,  if  they 
had  any  at  all. 

You  moft  ftrangely  fay*,  that  "  the  compilers 
**  of  the  articles  refer  to  the  fcriptures  for  a  more 
*•  particular  comment."  On  the  contrary,  nothing 
can  be  more  evident  than  that  the  articles  were 
intended  to  be  a  comment  on  the  fcriptures,  that  is, 
to  declare  in  wliat  fcnfe  the  fcriptures  are  to  be 
underftood.  And  as  the  commentary  is  always  more 
full  and  explicit  than  the  text,  and  is  written 
/^ter  the  text,  in  order  to  fupply  its  deficiencies;  if 
die  fcriptures  themfclves  had  been  thought  fuf- 
ficiently^i^  and  explicit,  the  compilers  of  the  articles 
would  doubtlefs  have  faved  themfelves  the  trouble 
of  making  their  text.  The  articles  themfclves  de- 
clare that  they  give  the  fenfe  of  the  fcriptures  j  in 
,  other  words,  that  they  are  a  comment  upon  them, 
and  the  compilers  never  refer  to  the  fcriptures  for  a 
fuller  or  clearer  account  of  what  they  have  ex- 
■  preffed  in  a  more  concife  and  iefs  intelligible  manner. 

Indeed,  Sir,  nothing  can  be  more  abfurd  than 
your  idea  of  the  articles  being  the  text,  and  the 
fcriptures  being  the  comment;  and  your  willingncfs 
to  have  the  articles  confidered  in  this  light  is  open- 
ing another  door  to  fubfcription  which  die  com- 
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pliers  themfelves  evidently  meant  to  fhut,  but  with- 
out which  you.  Sir,  could  not  have  fo  conveniently" 
cnterfed.  On  the  whole,  I  conclude  that  you  firft 
lubfcribed  thefe  articles  as  articles  of  feace^  the 
meaning  of  which  it  is  not  eafy  to  undeiiland,  ex- 
cept negatively,  that  they  are  not  articles  of  faith y  or 
things  to  be  believed-,  but  reflefting  afterwards  that 
this  idea  would  not  fo  well  bear  a  public  difcuflion, 
you  chofe  another  ground  of  defence,  that  of  the 
literal  Jenje  with  a  latitude  of  interpretation.  Indeed, 
it  is  too  common  a  thing  for  men  to  aft  from  one 
principle,  and  then  to  vindicate  their  conduft  on 
another. 

That  you  have  been  unwilling  to  confider  the 
articles  of  the  church  of  England  as  neceflary  to  be 
bona  fide  believed  by  all  the  fubfcribing  members,  \% 
farther  evident  from  your  faying*,  that  "  though 
"  they  were  enjoined,  as  the  tide  prefixed  to  them 
"  imports,  to  prevent  diverfity  of  opinions,  and  to 
"  eftablifh  confent  touching  true  religion,  this  Is 
chiefly  to  be  underftood  with  reference  to  exterior 
government  and  dijcipline.  The  legiflature  nev^* 
"  defigned  that  all  men  fhould  explain  them  exaftly 
"  alike,  and  therefore  purpofely  expreffed  them 
with  a  degree  of  generality  and  latitude  which 
might  anfwer  every  end  of  peace  and  good  order 
"  in  fociety,  over  which  it  was  appointed  to  rule 
*^  and  govern ;  at  the  fame  time  that  it  was  un- 
"  willing  to  tie  down  every  member  of  its  miniftry 

•  Addrefs,  p.  38. 
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*•  to  the  fame  precife  comments  upon  its  doftrinesj 
"  which,  confidering  the  variety  of  cur  habits, 
"  apprehenfions,  ftudies,  and  education,  perhaps  no  ■ 
"  ten  men  in  the  kingdom  could  be  fuppofed  to 
"  underftand  precifcly  in  the  fame  identical  accep- 
"  tation."  Now  that  no  ten  men  think,  exactly 
aUke  on  all  the  fubjefts  of  thefe  articles  is  "very 
probable;  and  therefore  I  think  that  there  may  not 
be  ten  men  in  the  kingdom  who,  after  due  con- 
lideration,  can  bona  fide  fubfcribe  them;  but  it  will 
be  eafy  to  find  hundreds  who  fhall  have  the  fame 
idea  of  their  meaning. 

That  the  legiflature  for  the  time  being  had  any 
idea  of  their  language  being  differently  explained, 
lb  as  to  admit  that  latitude  of  interpretation  which 
you  want,  and  for  which  you  contend;  and  efpecially 
that  they  had  any  idea  of  a  greater  latitude  of  inter- 
preting the  articles  o(  dolirine,  than  thofe  ofdifcipiine, 
is  a  mere  chimera  of  your  own,  unfupported  by  any 
evidence,  or  probability.  Of  the  two,  more  ftrefi 
is  evidently  laid,  as  it  ought  to  be,  on  matters  of 
doffrine,  than  on  thofe  o^  difcipUne;  and  for  any  thing 
that  appears,  the  latitude  of  interpretation  was  de- 
iigned  to  be  the  fame  with  refpeft  to  both;  that  is, 
none  at  all.  They  were,  no  doubt,  meant  to  be 
believed  and  conformed  to,  as  the  plain  fenfe  of  their 
words  imports.  This,  indeed,  you  do  not,  in  faft, 
deny;  if,  as  you  fay,  "  all  are  excluded  from  your 
'*  church  who  are  excepted  by  the  very  letter  of 
"  the  articles;"  and  thefc  articles  are  fo  many,  fo 
complex,  and  fo  definitely  expreifed,  that  your 
L  latitude 
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latitude  of  interpretation,  if  it  be  not  ibphillical  and 
evafive,  will  amount  to  nothing. 

Farther,  you  fay  *,  ^'  Mr.  Paley  has  thrown  fbme 
"  light  upon  this  much  controverted  fubjeft;  that 
^*  you  have  confidered  his  arguments  at  leifure,  and 
"  that  they  have  ftrengthened  you  in  your  opinion, 
that,  in  the  prefent  ftate  of  fociety,  fome  eli^liih- 
ment  or.  odier  is  abfolutely  requifite."  I  may 
therefore  fairly  prefume  that  at  one  time  you  ap- 
proved of  the  principle  on  which  be  defends  fub- 
fcrtptionj  and  it  is  well  known  that  he  does  not 
think  that  a  belief  of  all  the  articles,  in  their  literal 
fenfe,  even  with  a  latitude  of  interpretation,  is  necef- 
fary.  And  for  this  he  is  juftly  reprehended  by  Mr. 
Gift)orne  f . 

This  variety,  and  inconfiftency,  in  your  ideas  of 
fubfcription,  Ihew  that  you  have  fluftuated  very 

•  Defence,  p.  4.6. 

f  "  The  opinion  which  Mr.  Paley  maintains,**  he  fays,  p.  12S, 
*'  appears  to  me  not  only  unfupported  by  argument,  but  likely  to  be 
**  produ6Uve  of  confequences  highly  pernicious/'—"  That  fublcription 
•*  may  be  ju(tified  widiout  an  a6lual  belief  of  each  of  the  articles,  as  I 
**  underihmd  Mr.  Paley  to  intimate,  is  a  gratuitous  affumption.  On 
**  this  point  let  the  articles  fpeak  for  themfelres.  Why  is  an  article 
**  continued  in  its  place,  if  it  be  not  meant  to  be  betienjeJ,  If  one  may 
**  be  figned  without  being  believed,  why  may  not  all?  By  what  cri- 
•*  tenon  are  we  to  diftinguiih  thofe  which  may  be  fubfcribed  by  a 
'<  perfon  who  thinks  them  falfe,  from  tliofe  which  may  not  ?  Is  not 
the  prefent  mode  of  fubfcription  virtually  the  fame  as  if  each  article 
were  fcparately  offered  to  the  fubfcriber  ?  And  in  that  cafe  could  any 
man  be  juftified  in  fubfcribing  onfc  which  he  difbelievcd  ?** 
"  No  circumftance,'*  he  adds,  *«  could  have  a  more  direft  tendency 
"  to  enfnare  the  confcicnces  of  the  clergy ;  no  circumftancc  tould  alford 
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much  in  your  views  of  it;  and  I  can  truly  feel  for 
the  anxiety  you  muft  have  fufFered  on  this  account. 
And  as  the  fame  views  will  probably  occur  again  at 
different  times,  you  will  be  fubjeft  to  the  lame  un- 
eafinefs  again  and  again,  while  your  power  of  re- 
fle(5tion  continues.  I  therefore  think  that,  with  your 
fenfibility  of  mind,  you  would  have  chofen  a  much 
wifer  part,  if  you  had  not  fubfcribed  at  all,  and  have 
facrificed  all  die  boafted,  but  imaginary,  advantages 
of  an  eflablifhment,  for  that  liberty,  2X\A.feace  of  mini, 
which  is  enjoyed  by  us  Diflenters ;  who  are  not  bound 
by  any  fubfcriptions,  but  who  are  at  liberty  to  follow 
evidence  wherever  it  leads  us,  and  who  can  change 
our  opinions  as  often  as  we  fee  caufe  fo  to  do. 

I  Ihall  clofe  thefe  remarks  with  feme  pertinent, 
though  you.  Sir,  will  think  them  fevere,  obfervations, 
of  Mr.  Clarke  on  your  idea  of  fubfcription  to  the 
articles  in  their  literal  and  grammatical  acceptation, 
but  with  a  latitude  in  the  interpretation  of  than.  "  It 
"  is  in  faft,"  he  fays,  p.  1 14,  "  as  much  as  to  fay, 
*'  That  he  muft  believe  the  words  as  they  ftand  in 
"  their  literal  and  grammatical  acceptation,  but  he 
"  may,  by  a  mental  refervation,  fave  himfelf  from 
*'  fubfcribing  to  the  common  and  general  meaning 

*'  the  enemies  of  tht  eftablilhed  church  a  more  advantagmui  occafion  of 
"  charging  her  minifters  wilh  infincerity,  than  the  admiffion  of  the 
"  opinion,  that  the  articles  may  Crfely  be  fubfcribed  withoiii  a  eon- 
"  virion  of  their  tnith,  taken  feverally,  as  well  as  coUeaivelj-.  That 
"  opinbn  1  have  feen  maintained  in  publications  of  inferior  note,  but 
"  1  could  not,  without  particular  (urpriie  and  concem,  behold  it 
"  avowed  by  a  writer  of  fuch  authority  as  Mr.  Palcy." 

L  2  "of 
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*'  of  thofe  words ;  or  more  briefly,  that  he  muft 
"  believe  the  words  exaftly  as  they  ftand,  but  he 
^'  need  not  believe  what  is  the  obvious  meaning  of 
"  them." 


On  this,  and  on  your  laboured  explanations  of 
the  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  he  goes  on  to  fay,  "  By 
"  this  the  reader  will  fee  how  true  it  is  that  wife 
'*  men  can  reafon  themfelves  out  of  their  under- 
ftandings,  and  how,  by  a  fort  of  metaphyfical 
legerdemain,  that  which  in  the  nature  of  things 
is  imfofftbUy  becomes  in  a  moment  not  only 
poflible,  but  fo  flain  and  familiar  to  our  appre- 
"  henfions,  that  it  is  matter  of  wonder  that  all 
"  the  world  does  not  fee  its  abfolute  beauty  and 
•«  confiftencyr 
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I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER     IV. 

Of  the  Slate  of  things  among  the  Dtjfenters,  and  the 
Difference  between  the  Cburtbes  of  Rmne  and  Eng- 
land. 


REVERE^fD  SIR, 

ILIAD  you  confultcd  with  any  of  us  Diffeniers,  as 
you  did  with  a  perfon  of  eminence  in  the  efta- 
blijhment,  you  would  have  been  better  informed 
than  you  have  been  about  the  ftate  of  things  among 
us,  and  could  never  have  faid,  as  you  do  *,  that 
"  the  Diflenters  themfelves  in  this  country,  who  fo 
"  much  objefb  to  (everal  of  the  ceremonies  which 
*'  our  church  has  either  appointed,  or  retained  from 
"  ancient  times,  prelcribe  the  pofture  of  fitting  in 
"  the  celebration  of  the  eucharift,  and  the  joining 
"  of  hands  in  that  of  matrimony,  with  feveral 
"  other  obfervances  and  rites,  which  have  no  foun- 
"  dation  in  fcripture,  and  which  are  as  eficntial  to 
'•  their  religion,  as  any  thing  that  we  obferve  is  to 
"  ours." 


Now,  Sir,  no  part  of  all  this  is  true.    In  one  of 
our  meetings,  where  I  attended  fut  years,  a  very 


»  Diftncr,  F-  9S, 
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confcientious  woman  always  chofe  to  receive  the 
Lord's  flipper  kneeling,  and  it  gave  no  offence  to 
any  body  j  and  were  we  at  liberty  to  celebrate  mar- 
riage, I  am  confident  we  ihould  not  in  general,  if 
at  all,  adopt  the  ceremony  of  joining  bands.  As  to 
the  feveral  other  obfervances  and  rites,  which  you 
do  not  mention,  I  can  fay  nothing  about  them, 
but  I  know  of  none  to  which  your  objeftion  can 
apply. 

Your  odier  objeftions  to  our  fituation  are  equally 
void  of  foundation.  "  Among  the  Diflenters  of 
"  our  own  country,"  you  fay*,  "  the  want  of  fome 
"  legal  provifion  for  the  clergy,  as  well  as  of  fome 
"  kind  of  tefty  feems  to  be  attended  with  a  variety 
"  of  inconveniences.  I  have  been  credibly  in- 
"  formed  that  notwithftanding  they  feem  fo  free 
"  from  every  fpecies  of  controul,  yet  orthodoxy  is 
"  as  much  talked  of  in  the  feveral  fubdivifions  of 
*'  their  fociety  as  it  is  among  the  divines  of  th© 
"  national  church,  and  that  even  the  molt  illiterate 
perfon,  of  either  fex,  who  contributes  his  half- 
crown  to  the  maintenance  of  the  minifter,  thinks 
"  himfelf  intided  to  make  inquiry  into  the  foundnefs 
"  of  the  doftrines  which  he  teaches.  A  few  indi- 
"  viduals,  indeed,  of  that  denomination  refrife  to  be 
"  under  any  kind  of  reftraint  in  this  refpeft,  and  in 
"  purfuit  of  what  they  deem  the  trutby  are  little 
"  folicitous  even  about  thofe  opinions  which  have 
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"  in  every  age  been  efteemed  moft  facred  by  the 
"  general  voice  of  mankind.  But  thefe  I  have 
"  alfo  found  to  be  greatly  blamed  by  the  diiTcnt- 
"  ing  fociety  at  large,  however  juftifiable  they 
"  may  appear  in  the  eyes  of  their  own  peculiar 
«  flock." 

Now,  Sir,  what  is  this  but  a  pifture  of  the  ftate 
of  chriftianity  for  the  three  firft  centuries ;  and  to 
ridicule  or  cenfure  this,  is  to  cenfure  the  conduft  of 
Divine  Providence,  which  ordained  that  chriftianity 
Ihould  extend  itfelf,  and  triumph  over  heathenifm,  in 
thofe  very  circumftances,  and  without  the  aid  of  civil 
power,  which  is  neceflary  to  form  fuch  an  efta- 
blifhment  as  you  admire.  This  civil  power,  the 
boafted  ally  of  your  church,  has  indeed  done  fome- 
thing  for  the  clergy,  by  rendering  them  independent 
of  their  congregations;  but  it  has  done  nothing  for 
the  church,  befides  corrupting  and  enflaving  it. 
And  what  does  your  boafted  independence  on  your 
congregMions  but  leffen  the  motives  for  that  regu- 
larity of  conduift  which  is  the  greatcft  ornament  of 
the  clerical  character,  and  on  which  alone  you 
ought  to  depend  for  your  recommendation.  No 
man,  I  may  lay,  has  fuffered  more  from  the  cir- 
cumftancc  of  being  dependent  on  a  congregation 
(though  at  prefcnt  no  perfon  feels  it  lefs)  than  I 
myfelf  have  done;  and  no  doubt  there  is  a  real 
inconvenience  attending  it.  But  I  am  fatisfied  that, 
upon  the  whole,  it  is  a  fituadon  infinitely  better 
than  a  ftate  of  independence;  and  a  man  whofe 
L  4  conduit 
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conduft  is  fuch  as  will  approve  itfelf  to  the  rea- 
fonable  part  of  mankind  would  difdain  the  advantage 
which  a  ftate  of  independence  would  give  him. 

Whatever  is  given  to  the  clergy  by  the  civil  power 
r  is  firft  taken  from  the  peopUy  who  by  this  means 
are  deprived  of  the  minifter  of  their  own  choice, 
and  have  nothing  to  do  in  proportioning  his  falary 
to  his  fervices;  privileges  which  you  cannot  deny 
that  the  chriftian  laity  were  poflefled  of  even  till  long 
^  after  the  acceflion  of  Conftantine.  In  faft,  the 
civil  eftabliihment  of  chriftianity  has  been  nothing 
but  the  fubjugation  of  the  laity  to  the  power  of  the 
priefts,  from  which  it  is  hoped  that  in  time  they 
M^ill  have  the  good  fcnfe  and  the  fpirit  to  emanci- 
pate themfclves. 

We  Diffcnters  are  not  countenanced  by  civil 
power.  We  have  no  fupport  from  the  ftate.  But 
neitlier  had  the  apoftles,  nor  the  chriftian  clergy  for 
more  than  three  hundred  years;  and 'with  this  apof- 
tolical  and  primitive  condition  we  are  content.  The 
countenance  of  civil  power  has  evidently  this  inau- 
Ipicious  circumftance,  that  it  lays  an  undue  bias 
upon  the  mind,  a  bias  from  which  your  own  mind. 
Sir,  is  evidently  not  exempt.  Your  fituation  may 
be  more  reputable  in  the  eyes  of  a  vain  world,  and 
it  is  certainly  more  lucrative  than  ours;  but  we 
do  not  look  for  that  honour  which  comes  from  meriy 
and  our  reward  is  independent  of  a6b  of  parliament. 

Widi 
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With  refpeit  to  the  two  churches  of  Rome  and 
England  you  juftly  obferve*,  ",  The  whole  difpute 
"  relative  to  our  reparation  from  the  Roman  church 
"  muft  then  be  reduced  to  this  fimple  queftion: 
*'  Which  of  the  two  churches  had  tmth  on  its  fide, 
*'  and  taught  the  genuine  doftrines  of  chriftianity. 
"  All  other  objeftions  againft  our  feparation  are 
"  illufions,  and  this  is  the  only  point  to  be  deter- 
**  mined." 

On  this  principle,  Sir,  if  we  find  errors  in  year 
creed,  we  are  juftified  in  our  diflent  from  your 
church,  as  much  as  you  are  in  diflenting  from  the 
church  of  Rome  j  and  by  this  we  are  willing  to 
abide.  You  write  exaftly  like  a  DifTenter,  when 
you  fayf,  "  Men  will  afllime  the  privilege  of 
'^  thinking  for  themfelves,  when  any  difficulties 
*'  occur,  in  fpite  of  all  profefTions  of  implicit  faith;  and 
"  that  no  cliriftian  will  be  perfuaded,  in  compliment 
"  to  any  human  authority,  to  embrace  any  tenet 
"  which  he  thinks  evidently  oppofite  to  the  written 
**  word  of  God.  However  far  he  may  deviate  from 
*'  the  general  opinion  of  others,  he  knows  that  he 
"'  muft  ftand  or  fall  to  that  judge  alone,  who  alone 
**  can  witnefs  the  fincerity  of  his  refearches,  and 
"  the  purity  of  his  obedience.  Nor  is  this  any 
**  more  an  argument  againft  the  fober  ufe  of  reafon 
"  than  it  was  an  argument  againft  the  do<ftrines  of 
"  the  Meffiah,  that  they  were  impugned  by  ihou- 
"  fands.      Subfcripdons,  tefts,  and  creeds,  might 

•  Dijflicf,  p.  41-  t  D'fii":*,  p.  5'- 
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her  prefent  circumftanccs,  which  may  be  very 
different  from  what  (he  wijhes  to  do,  but  what  is  the 
power  that  (he  claims;  and  this,  as  a  member  of 
the  church,  you  are  bound  to  approve. 


I  am,  &c. 


LETTER     V. 

Of  the  Difficulties  attending  the  SubjeSl  of  Subfcriftion 

to  Articles  of  Faith. 


REVEREND    SIR, 

'VrOU  fay  of  this  bufinefs  of  fubfcription  *,  that 
^'  it  is  generally  talked  of,  and  yet  litde  under- 
*'  flood  by  many  who  are  moft  fevere  in  pafling 
**  their  cenfures  upon  it  j"  meaning  no  doubt 
myfelf.  But,  Sir,  whether  is  it  you,  or  I,  who 
may  be  fuppofed,  by  an  impartial  judge,  to  have 
the  ftrongeft  bias  upon  our  minds  to  miflead  our 
judgments;  you,  who  get  a  comfortable,  and  as 
you  think  a  reputable,  eftablifhment  by  means  of 


•  Deftncet  p.  an. 
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fubfcription,  or  I  who  am  excluded  from  thofe 
advantages  by  means  of  it?  If  there  be  any  real 
difficulty  in  this  fubje£l  of  fubfcription,  your  writ- 
ings have  not  contributed  to  clear  it  up;  nor  will 
your  condu<5t  recommend  it. 

In  faft,  nothing  can  be  plainer  in  its  own  nature. 
If  you  really  believe  the  articles  that  are  propofed  to 
you,  you  certainly  may  fubfcribe  them  with  a  good 
confciencc.  If  not,  you  ought  to  forbear,  on  the 
fame  principle  on  which  an  honeft  man  would 
refufe  to  take  a  falfe  oath  in  a  court  of  judicature. 
There  would  have  been  no  difficulty  at  all  in  this 
bufinefs,  if  it  had  not  been  perplexed  by  the  fophiftry 
of  thofe  whofe  intereft  prompted  them  to  fubfcribe 
while  their  conlciences  ffiould  have  with-held  them. 
Hence  it  is  that  we  have  been  amufed  with  fo  many 
different  and  ftrange  principles  efjuhfcribing. 

No  man,  I  will  venture  to  fay,  who  really 
believes  the  articles,  in  the  obvious  fenfe  of  them, 
would  ever  have  thought  of  any  other  principle  of 
fubfcription  than  that  of  his  real  belief  of  them. 
Nor,  in  fedt,  was  any  other  idea  fu^efted,  till  after 
it  was  well  known  that  fome  of  the  clei^  held 
opinions  inconfiftent  with  thefe  articles.  But  having 
fubfcribed,  and  being  unwilling  to  renounce  the 
fruits  of  their  fubfcription,  they  were  driven  to 
other  modes  of  defending  their  condufb. 

It  would  be  much  more  confiftent,  and  even 
reputable,  to  fay  at  once,  with  a  diffendng  minifter 

of 
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cnflaved)  and  he  fhould  find  himfelf  at  liberty  to 
range  at  large,  under  the  conduft  of  reaftm  alone, 
he  will  not,  I  am  perfuaded,  do  things,  as  you  have 
done,  by  halves.  He  will  not  be  diverted  fit>m  the 
glorious  purfuit  of  truth  by  any  golden  apples  diaf 
may  be  thrown  in  his  way,  or  exchange  one  fet  of 
chains  for  another,  fancying  that  he  has  no  choice 
but  of  thofe  which  fuit  him  belt. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER     VL 

Of  the  Doctrine  of  the  "Trinityy  and  particularly  (f 

Diftinftions  in  the  Godhead. 


REVEREND  SIR, 

A  S  you  do  not  profefs  to  controvert  what  I  have 
undertaken  to  defend  with  refpeft  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity ;  but  content  yourfelf  with  art 
authoritative  i^e  dixit  on  the  fubjeft,  I  have  no 
occafion  to  confider  what  you  have  advanced  in 
favour  of  it,  either  from  metaphyftcal  conjiderations 
or  from  the  fcripturesy  efpecially  after  that  moft  clear 
and  mafterly  reply  which  Mr.  Clarke  has  made  to 
your  Addrefsy  as  far  as  thofe  articles  are  concerned. 

IfhaU 
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I  fhall  therefore  do  little  inore  than  Ihew  your 
inconfiftency  with  yourfelf  in  fubfcribing  to  fuch  a 
doctrine,  as  an  example  to  young  and  incautious 
Tcitn;  and  to  apprize  them  of  the  £ical  fhares  into 
which  they  may  be  drawn  by  fuch  fubfcriptions. 
For  it  will  appear  that  you  mufl:  have  put  great 
force  upon  your  mind  in  attempting  to  reconcile 
your  fubfcription  with  reafon  and  fcripture. 

As  a  majum  on  which  to  fet  out  in  the  difcufTion 
of  this  fubjeft,  and  in  wUch  I  intireiy  agree  with 
you,  you  fay*,  that  "  a  thing  may  be  faid  to  be 
*'  contrary  to  reafon,  wluch  contradifts  fome  other 
*'  propofition,  which  is  either  felf-evident,  or  which 
"  can  be  undeniably  proved  from  one  that  really  is 
"  fo."  You  alfo  difclwrn  f,  **  a  blind  implicit  feith 
*'  which  has  no  proper  objefh  to  which  our  ideas 
*•  can  be  attached."  You  then  affert  J,  that  "  every 
"  fuigle  part  of  the  Athanafian  creed  is  ftriftly  and 
"  It^cally  true,  though  not  perhaps  expreffed  in 
"  the  moft  unexceptionable  words."  Let  us  now 
fee  how  you  explain  the  parts  of  this  logical  creed 
on  fuch  rational  principles. 

You  fay§,  that  *'  there  is  a  real  diftin<n:ion  in  the 
«  Godhead,  whatever  the  nature  of  this  diftinftion 
"  bej"  andj,  that  "  thefe  diftinftions  have  been 
"  made  known  to  us  under  the  idea  and  appellation 
"  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghoft."  That  there  may 

•  AiIdtcTi,  p.  »7,  t  Addreft,  p.  7.  J  Adilrefi,  p.  41. 

S  Aildrdi,  p.  S.  I  Addrds,  p.  4. 
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a  plant,  and  each  of  the  three  branches  anodiflr 
diftinft  plant;  for  the  ftem  of  the  larger  [dant,  ouc 
of  which  the  three  fmaller  ones  iflue,  cannot  be 
comprehended  in  any  of  the  three.  This  method 
of  making  diftinftions  in  the  Deity  was  perhaps 
fuggefted  to  you  by  the  litany,  in  which  you  iblemnly 
invoke  firft  the  Father ^  then  the  Stm^  then  the  Hofy 
Ghofty  and  laftly  the  trinity.  Here  indeed  is  your 
tret^  with  its  three  branches. 

I  wonder  ftiB  more  at  your  comparifon  of  the 
trinity  to  a  polype* y  "  ^ich/'  you  fay,  "  may  be 
*'  divided  into  various  parts,  each  of  which  becomes 
"  a  perfedb  animal  j"  becaufe  thefe  parts  arc  not  per- 
feft  animals  till  they  are  mtivAy  Jeparated  from  each 
other,  and  therefore  cannot  be  iaid  to  be^  or  to  cm^- 
ttitey  but  only  to  have  been^  and  to  have  conftituted,  one 
polype.  On .  this  idea  there  was  a  time  when  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghoft  had  no  feparate  ex- 
iftence,  but  were  united  in  one  divine  nature,  which 
could  only  be  faid  to  contain  the  elements  out  of 
which  they  were  afterwards  formed.  If  there  be 
any  thir\g,  Sir,  in  this  exhibition  that  expofes  your 
plain  attd  obvious  dollrine  of  the  trinity  to  ridicuk, 
do  not  fay  that  /fuggefted  it. 

» 

Cert^nly,  then,  there  is  nothing  in  any  of  thefe 
comparifons  that  throws  the  leaft  light  on  the 
curious  propofitions  of  the  Athanafian  creed ;  viz. 
that  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Gho(^  arc 

•  Addrcfs,  p.  1 1 . 
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each  of  them  God,  "none  of  them  before  or  after 
"  the  other;  none  greater  or  Icfs  than  the  other, 
**  and  yet  not  three  Gods,  but  one  God." 

You  abfolutely  difclaim*  "  the  ule  of  the  term 
**  per/on  when  applied  to  Gedy  as  having  the  lame 
"  meaning,  and  drawing  after  it  the  fame  confe- 
"  quences,  as  when  applied  to  men;  becaufe  then, 
"  as  three  peribns  make  three  nien,  the  three  per- 
"  fons  in  the  Godhead  would  make  three  Gods." 
To  what  idea,  then,  docs  the  word  ferjon  corre- 
ipond,  when  it  is  predicated  of  thefe  diltin^ons  in 
the  divine  nature  ?  For  without  fome  ideas  you 
muft  agree  with  me,  that  no  propqfitim,  nothing 
concerning  which  any  thing  can  be  affirmed  or 
denied,  can  be  framed. 

You  do  not  tell  us  what  this  idea  is  in  itfelf,  but 
only  between  what  two  other  ideas  it  is  to  be  found. 
For  you  fay  ■(■,  it  **  is  not  a  mere  relattm,  modey  or 
"  cmceptim;  but  fomething  between  this,  and  the 
"  idea  annexed  to  the  word  perjat  as  applied  to 
"  men."  But  ftUl,  if  you  do  not  fix  the  diftance 
of  this  idea  from  each  of  the  two  extremes,  between 
which  it  is  fituated,  we  have  nothing  determinate^ 
and  therefore  ftill  nothing  concerning  which  any 
thing  can  with  certajmy  be  affirmed  or  denied. 

Belides,  there  are  ideas  between  which  there  can 
be  no  proper  medium,  and  fuch  are  ideas  which  have 

*  Adtlrdt,  p.  10.  f  Addnfi,  p.  11. 
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no  rehtion  to  each  other;,  as  thefe  fXmode  and  perjm^ 
between  which  your  nondefcript  idea  lies.  Would  it 
not  be  ridiculous,  for  example,  to  talk  of  an  inter- 
mediate idea  between  tatty  or  Jhtfrty  which  arc  mades^ 
and  the  man  Mr.  Hawkins,  who  is  a  ferfm^  and  to 
form  propofidons  concerning  this  intermediate  idea. 


Such  ideas  as  thefe  cannot  be  Jbaded  off  into  one 

another,  like  two  difierent  colours.    They  admit 

of  no  comparifon,  and  have  nothing  at  all  of  an 

intermediate  nature  between  them.      So   that  the 

thing  you  fo  eameftly  contend  for,  is  an  abfolutc 

nonentity.    You  may  juft  as  well  make  prcypofidons 

concerning  fomething  between  ihcJmeU  of  an  ap{de, 

and  tht  found  of  a  drum,  or  between  the  colota^  fcarkt 

in  a  cardinal's  hat,  and  ihc^gure  of  a  lawn  fleeve  on 

the  arm  of  an  Englilh  prelate,  that  may  happen  to 

come  acro&  your  imagination,  as  concerning  any 

thing  between  a  mode,  and  a  per/on.    Archimedes 

alked  for  fomething  to  iland  upon  when  he  propoied 

to  move  the  earth;  but  you.  Sir,  propofing  to  effcft 

Hill  greater  things,  require  nothing  at  all  to  (band 
upon. 

Still,  then,  we  are  totally  without  ideas  concern- 
ing this  threefold  diftinOian  in  the  divine  nature, 
and  are  therefore  unauthorized  to  affirm  any  thing 
about  it.  It  is  a  mere  bufinefs  oi  Abracadabra,  or 
to  ufeyourown  term*,  Bliffri',  as  if  you  had  faid, 
the  Father  is  Bliffri,  the  Son  Bliitri,  and  the  Holy 

*  Addrefs,  p.  7. 
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Ghoft  Bli£iri^  and  tliefe  three  Bliltrfs  make  one 
God.  Nay,  fince  you  deny  the  ufc  of  the  word 
ferfofiy  or  of  any  odier  term  in  the  whole  compafs  of 
language,  to  which  any  ideas  have  ever  been  annexed, 
we  have  neither  ideas  nor  words  for  this  curious 
diftindtion.  So  that  it  is  no  better  than  faying  the 
Father  is  —  the  Son  is  —  apd  the  Holy  Ghoft  is  — 
and  that  thcfe  three  —  are  one  God,  with  this  ad- 
ditional abfurdity,  that  the  term  God,  which  denotes 
all  the  three,  is,  in  its  intire  fenfe,  applicable  to  each 
of  the  three. 

Surely,  Sir,  there  is  nothing  in  the  fcriptures, 
which  were  written  for  the  ufe  of  plain  perfons,  that 
requires  this  ftrange  logic  to  make  it  intelligible. 
In  what  does  this  differ  from  "  a  blind  implicit 
"  feith  which  holds  out  no  proper  objeft  to  which 
"  our  ideas  can  be  attached,"  which  you*  difclaim? 
It  is  precifely  that  very  thing. 

You  fay  f ,  that  "  we  have  a  general  idea  annexed 
"  to  the  word  diftinilioni*  but  I  have  examined  all 
your  illuftradons  of  this  general  idea,  and  have 
Ihewn  that  they  do  not  in  the  leaft  degree  apply  to 
the  cafe,  and  therefore  we  are  left  wholly  without 
ideas,  general,  or  particular.  Confequendy  when 
you  fpeakj  **  of  the  foul  and  body  of  Jefus  being 
"  affumed  from  the  firft  moment  of  his  exiftence, 
'^  into  an  intimate  union  with  one  of  thefe  relations 

• 

•  AddrcTti,  p.  7.  f  Addrefsy  p.  7.  %  Adtircfs,  p.  14. 
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<^  or  diitinftions  in  the  divine  nature/*'  it  is  in  eScSt 
to  talk  of  an  intimate  union  with  nothing  at  alL 

The  phrafe  of  a  diJlinSm  in  the  divine  nature  feems 
to  be  growing  falhionable  with  the  orthodox  divines 
of  the  prefent  day;  though  for  no  reaibn  that  I  can 
imagine^  but  becaufe,  fuggefiing  no  ideas  at  all^  it 
feems  to  be  lefs  open  to  confutadon.  It  niay  2^0 
feem  to  preferve  the  idea  of  the  divine  unity  Ibme- 
thing  better  than  the  term  perfonsy  of  which  the 
trinity  has  been  generally  faid  to  confift. 

According  to  fome,  this  diftinSim  in  the  divine 
nature  fo  litde  afiefb  the  unity  of  it^  that  it  is  held 
to  be  only  a  temporary  thing.  For,  as  I  am  in- 
formed. Dr.  Hinchliffe  the  bifliop  of  Peterborou^, 
in  a  Charge  which  he  lately  delivered  at  Daventry, 
thinking  proper  to  give  his  clergy  his  own  ideas  of 
a  doftrine  which  is  now  the  fubjeft  of  public  dif- 
cuflion,  faid  that,  in  his  opinion,  "  when  the  time 
fliall  come  in  which  the  Son  Jball  give  up  the  kingdom 
to  the  Father y  fo  that  God  Jhall  be  all  in  aU^  the 
threefold  diftinftion  which  at  prefent  fubfifts  in 
"  the  divine  nature  fhall  be  no  more," 

This,  I  fhall  obferve,  was  very  nearly  the  opinion 
of  the  ancient  Sabellians,  or  philofophieal  Uni- 
tarians; who  fuppofed  that  a  kind  of  divine  ray^ 
i  filling  from  the  Father,  the  fole  fountain  of  divinity, 
was  attached  to  the  pcrfon  of  Jefus,  but  only  from 
the  time  of  his  baptifm  i  and  that  when  he  ceafed 

to 
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to  appear  upon  earth,  and  to  work  miracles  (to 
which  this  communicated  divinity  was  neceflary)  it 
was  withdrawn.  If  a  diftinftion  in  the  divine  nature 
be  any  thing  more  than  this,  it  muft  imply  fuch 
a  change  in  the  Divine  Being  as  muft  be  incom- 
patible with  divinity.  Whatever  has  an  endy  had, 
no  doubt,  a  beginning  alfo;  and  fince  this  wonderful 
change  in  the  divine  nature,  from  being  (imply  one, 
without  this  myfterious  diJUttiiictf,  to  this  threrfeld 
diJiinSien,  called  the  trinity^  was  occafioned  by  the 
circumftances  of  this  earth  of  ours,  viz.  the  fell  of 
our  firft  parents,  it  may  not  be  impolTible  but  chat 
fimiiar  diftinftions  in  the  divine  nature  may  lake 
place  in  confequence  of  particular  events  in  other 
habitable  worlds;  and  though  a  threefold  di^nSWoa. 
has  been  fufficient  for  our  purpofes,  the  different 
circumftances  of  other  worlds  may  require  different 
arrangements  of  the  fame  kind,  and  thus  the  divine 
nature  will  be  a  perfcft  Proteus. 

If  I  have  been  mifinformed,  and  in  confequence 
of  this  have  mifreprefentcd  his  Lordlhip's  opinion, 
it  will  be  in  his  power  to  fet  me  and  the  public 
right  about  it.  But  if  this  reprefentation  be  juft, 
and  fuch  doftrines  pafs  without  cenlure  in  the 
church  of  England,  I  (hall  conclude  that  the  doors 
of  this  church  are  open  to  all  epimons,  however  dif- 
cordanti  and  that  the  heads  of  it  are  perfeitly 
indifferent  to  every  thing  but  the  hierarchy,  and  the 
emoluments  of  it.  It  will  be  thought  that  any 
member  of  the  church  may  profefs  what  he  pleafes, 
and  if  he  ftiake  no  farther  difturbance,  he  will  not 

be 
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be  difturbed  It  may  even  be  thought  that  I  myfelf, 
an  Unitarian,  a  Necellarian^  and  a  Materialifl:>  as  I 
profeflcdly  am;  if  I  could  but  fatisfy  myfclf  in 
getting  through  the  door  of/ub/crifOion,  no  queftion 
would  be  afked,  no  recantation  required^  and  I 
fhould  be  permitted  to  write  as  I  now  do,  publicly 
arraigning  the  do£brine  of  die  trinity,  or  any  other 
do(5l:rine  of  the  church  that  I  (hould  fee  reafbn  to 
call  in  queftion.  For  except  in  degree,  diere  is  no 
difference  between  my  conduft  and  that  of  his  Lord- 
(hip's ;  as  we  bodi  agree  in  avowing  opinions  intirely 
oppofite  to  thofe  of  the  church. 

You  will  find  fome  excellent  obfervadons  on  this 
doftrine  of  diftinStians  in  the  Deity  in  Mr,  Clarke, 
who  particularly  obferves,  p.  1 1 6,  that  if,  as  you  lay, 
thefe  diftindtions  have  each  of  them  their  different 
attributes  and  properties^  they  muft  be  different  per- 
fonsy  in  the  proper  fenfe  of  the  word,  which  is  the 
fame  thing  as  different  beings^  and  then  you  make 
three  Gods.  Thefe  diftinftions,  therefore,  in  the 
Deity  are  either  abfolutely  nothing  at  all,  or  elfc 
futrflantial  divine  perfons,  or  Gods.  For  as  he 
obferves,  p.  119,  "  if  they  are  not  ftriftly  and 
properly  perfonal  diftindions,  then  I  contend  that 
they  are  no  diftindbions  at  all  to  the  purpofe  of 
the  trinity,  and  into  this  vortex  muft  Mr,  Haw- 
*'  kins's  diffindKon  of  properties  from  the  perfons 
in  which  thofe  properties  inhere,  ultimately  fall.'* 
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After  1  had  written  the  above,  a  judicious  fnend 
recommended  to  my  notice  what  had  been  advanced 

on 
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CHI  this  fut^eft  of  dtfiinSims  in  the  divine  nature  by 
the  author  crfdw  Notes  to  tie  Lift  if  Dr.  IVatts  iy 
Dr.  Jebnjm;  and  it  appears  to  mc  to  be  fo  much 
to  the  purpofe,  diat  1  fhall  copy  the  priacipal  part 
of  it. 

**  I  can  form  no  idea  of  a  threefold  SftinSton  in 
*'  Deity,  but  that  of  three  beings,  or  three  cempment 
"  parts,  which  is  equally  inconfiftent  with  the  unity, 
"  and  would  imply  divifiHlity.  I  can  eafily  con- 
"  ceive  of  a  diftinftion  between  the  attributes  of 
"  God  i  but  are  the  Son  and  Spirit  only  diftind 
"  attributes  ?  If  fo,  with  what  propriety  can  they 
*'  be  reprefcnted,  and  addrefled,  as  perjons;  Mid  how 
*'  can  they  fuftain  different  offices,  and  perform 
"  different  works,  or  indeed  any  at  all.  Befides, 
"  if  the  attributes  of  God  be  allowed  to  be  per- 
"  fonificd,  if  will  follow  that  there  are  as  many 
"  perfons  in  God  as  there  are  attributes.  If  the 
"  wijdom  of  God  be  called  one  perftn,  and  his 
"  power  another,  his  bolinefs  may  as  juftly  be  ftilcd 
•'  a  third,  his  g^thufs  a  fourth,  &c.  The  attributes 
"  of  Deity  are  Only  the  properties  of  his  nature. 
*'  Neither  of  thefe  can  be  properly  called  God,  or 
"  be  fpoken  of  as  ;}»d/  to  God,  who  is  the  being  to 
*'  whom  they  all  belong.  Moreover,  God  himfetf 
**  you  muft  allow  to  be  a  iein^,  and  God  the  Father, 
*'  you  will  admit,  is  a  perfon  in  the  proper  fenfe  of 
**  that  term,  i.  e.  an  intelligent  being:  But  if  the  Son 
"  and  Spirit  are  only  attributes  of  God,  then  they 
"  are  not  equal  to  him,  and  confequently  this  notion 
*'  is  contnuy  to  the  orthodmc  &i^  If  you  mean 
"that 
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pofleflioii,  dwelling  in  a  man,  can  make  him  to  be 
a  demon.  If  it  was  poflible  that  tw0  beings  of 
different  natures  fhoukl  be  united^  ib  as  tp  become 
0ie,  it  would  not  be  eidier  ofthe  former  beings,  but  a 
Beingof  a  difierent  nature,  partakingof  the  properdcs 
of  both.  On  this  principle,  therefore,  of  Chrift  being 
uniud  to  Gcd,  he  wouild  be  a  being  of  a  different 
nature  from  God,  yiz.  the  exa&  medium  between 
God  and  man;  and  this  would  be  far  from  reach- 
ing our  idea  of  Chrift  being  God.  It  would  be 
fiu-  fhort  of  the  perfeSm  wWch  we  afcribe  to 
divinity.  But  in  erery  view  of  it,  the  icfca  of  Chrift 
being  God  in  confequence  of  his  union  with  God^, 
or  of  God  dwelling  in  him,  is  moft  abfurd.  If 
Jefus  Chrift,  or  the  foul  of  Jefus  Chrift,  be  fup- 
pofed  to  have  pre-exifted,  thefe  advocates  for  the 
in-dwelling  fcheme  ought  to  be  denominated  .^*^x»j; 
if  not,  Socinians,  or  Unitarians.  And  it  is  I  fear 
the  dread  of  thefe  unpopular  names,  and  the  confe- 
quences  of  unpopularity,  that  is,  more  than  they  are 
aware  of,  the  true  reafbn  of  their  difclaiming  them. 

After  this  digreffion  I  muft  return  to  the  farther 
confideration  of  your  ideas  of  the  trinity^  You 
well  fay*,  "  It  is  the  height  of  abfurdity  to 
**  affirm  that  we  clearly  perceive  a  contradi6lion 
^*  between  terms  which  we  confeffedly  do  not  appre- 
"  hend."  But  then  it  is  equally  abfurd  to  fay,  that 
there  is  no  contradiction  between  them,  becaufe 
there  is  a  cafe  in  which  we  are  unable  to  affirm  or 
deny  at  alL 

•  Pefncet  p.  67. 
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Agwn,you  well  fay*,  "  had  God  required  thefc 
*'  things  to  be  more  explicitly  believed,  he  would 
**  have  revealed  them  m  a  more  explicit  manner." 
I  therefore  conclude  that  no  6uth  is  required  in  this 
doctrine  of  the  trinicy>  becaufe  nottung  is  revealed 
about  it;  and  becaufe  nothing  could  have  been 
underftood,  if  it  had  been  revealed  in  the  language 
that  you  give  us.  God  would  never  have  tantalized 
men  with  the  revelation  of  words,  to  which  they 
could  have  affixed  no  ideas»  and  then  make  their 
eternal  falvation  depend  (according  to  the  do&rine 
of  your  AthanaJian  creed)  upon  their  aflendng  to 
fuch  unmeaning  foimds. 

After  ^ving  us  this  darknefs  where  we  expedted 
iight,  it  is  curious  enou^  to  hear  you  fayf,  "  it 
"  may  well  be  qucftioned  whether  our  ideas  of 
"  trinity,  perjon,  mion,  divinity  ofCbrift,  &c.  when 
"  {tated  in  general  terms,  are  not  in  ia&  6jU  as 
"  luminous  and  diftinA  as  diofe  c£  per/eHj  Jubfiame 
"  or  effenci,  when  applied  to  the  Father  only — a 
"  fpiritual  being,  without  ft>mn,  parts,  limitation, 
"  or  caufe."  For  where  is  the  difficulty  of  under- 
ftuiding  what  is  meant  by  the  term  perfoHy/uiJimce, 
or  effaue  (and  you  mi^t  have  added  Being)  as 
applied  to  the  Father;  when  we  only  mean  by  any 
of  thefe  terms,  as  applied  to  him,  the  very  fame 
that  we  mean  by  them  when  they  are  applied  to 
any  thing  cUc,  viz.  that  in  which  certain  froptrtiei 

■  Dffft*,  p,  71.  f  Atldrdi,  p.  9. 
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inker e^  or  to  which  they  belong  ?  And  you  will  not 
pretend  to  fay  that  we  have  as  clear  an  idea  of  this 
threefold  nature  of  God,  as  we  have  of  the  limple 
nature  of  man,  of  a  tree,  or  of  a  ftme,  the  pro- 
perties of  which  we  can  diftinftly  perceive,  fo  that 
wc  can  with  the  greateft  certainty  fay  that  they  arc 
pofTefied  of  them. 

Here  we  have  only  me  ejfence,  or  Jubftance,  call 
it  which  you  pleafe,  with  properties  belonging  to  it, 
whereas  you  fay*,  that  "  thefe  three  diftinftions  in 
God,  be  they  what  they  will,  are  intimately  and 
infcparably  united,  fo  as  to  conftitute  one  undi- 
"  vided  effence,  one  and  the  fame  being."  Each 
of  thefe  diftinftions,  if  it  be  any  thing  at  all,  muft 
have  its  own  ejfence,  or  Jubftance,  and  yet  it  is 
neceflary  that  thde  three  effences  or  fubftances,  fhould 
conftitute  no  more  than  one  effence,  or  fubftance. 
Do  not  pretend.  Sir,  that  there  are  any  difficulties 
in  nature,  of  which  you  Ipeakf  (and  by  the  con- 
fideration  of  which  you  hope  fo  to  humble  our 
underftandings,  as  that  we  (hall  admit  of  any  ab- 
furdity  you  fhall  propofe  to  us)  comparable  to 
fuch  a  contradiftion  as  this.  If,  to  your  argu- 
ments you  can  even  add  miracles,  the  doftrine  you 
propofe  could  not  be  received.  While  a  man 
retains  the  ufe  of  his  fenfes,  and  requires  ideas  in 
order  to  make  proportions,  it  is  not  poffible  that  he 
fhould  believe  it. 

*  Addjtfs,  p.  4.  t  AddrtCs,  p.  31. 
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I  have  fliewn  that  when  you  fpeak  of  three 
difimdims  in  God  confticuting  only  me  God,  you 
give  us  no  ideas  at  all,  and  yet  require  a  folemn  and 
important  aflirmation.  I  Ihall  now  fhew  you  that, 
when  you  do  not  fufficiently  attend  to  this  threefold 
diJtiftliioK  in  God,  you  have  an  idea  of  me  God 
inconGftent  with  every  thing  you  fay  of  the  three. 

'i'ou  fay*,  "  We  are  ready  to  allow  that,  in  an 
"  abftraft  fenfe,  the  tide  ofGod  is  more  emphatically 
*'  applied  to  the  Father,  than  to  the  other  two, 
*'  when  he  is  confidered  as  the  fount^n  of  the  God- 
"  Keadj  and  alfo  that  this  appellation,  when  applied 
"  to  any  one  fingle  perfon,  has  not  the  fame  exaft 
"  and  adequate  fignification  as  when  we  afcribe  it 
'f  to  the  three  perfons  conjointly."  You  alfo  fayf, 
*'  the  Father  has  a  pre-eminence  and  priority  of 
**  order,  office,  and  caufality."  Now  what  more 
could  you  fay  to  defcribe  the  difference  between 
God  and  a  creature  than  to  fay  that  the  former  is 
the  cttkje  of  the  latter?  Here,  Sir,  are  clear  ideas, 
but  they  are  utterly  difcordant  with  what  you  fubjoin 
to  the  former  of  thefe  propofitions  \,  that  "  the  idea 
*'  of  paternity,  and  moriginalion,  gives  the  Father  a 
"  fuperiority,  or  rather  a  priority  of  order,  which 
"  yet  is  by  no  means  imcompatible  either  with  tlie 
*'  notion  of  coexiftence  or  perfeft  equality;"  and 
alfo  to  what  you  fubjoin  to  the  latter  of  thefe  pro- 
pofitions §,  viz.  that  "  he  is  in  no  fenfe  fupcrior,  as 

"  Addctfs,  p.  4,  +  AJdrcfs,  p.  15. 

X  AMaii,  p.  5.  %  AdiJrefe,  p,  15. 
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•*  to  cxcelknce,  or  duration."  The  ideas  are  abfo- 
lutcly  contradiileryj  and  can  never  be  predicated  of 
the  fame  things.  For  what  can  be  more  fo,  than 
that  a  thing  caufid  (houkl  be  equal  to  its  caufr? 

You  have  nothing  like  this  doftrine  of  die  fupe-^ 
riority  of  the  Father  in  the  Athanafian  creed.  There, 
all  the  three  perfons  are  reprefented  as  being  pof- 
ftflTed  of  all  the  properties  of  Godhead,  which  arc 
diftinftly  enumerated;  and  it  is  declared  that  "  none 
"  of  them  is  afore  or  after,  none  of  them  greater  or 
"  lefs  than  the  other."  This  creed,  therefore,  and 
your  idea  of  the  Father  being  the  cau/e  of  the  Son's 
cxiftence,  can  never  be  reconciled.  On  this  idea  of 
yours  there  is  <me  God,  from  whom  Cbrijf,  as  well  as 
all  other  things,  derives  his  being;  but  according 
to  the  Athanafun  creed,  all  the  three  perfons  are 
abfolutely  independent  of  each  other,  and  none  of 
them  is  either  the  caufe  of  the  other,  or  poflefTed  of 
any  kind  of  fuperiority.  Whoever  compoled  this 
creed,  he  would  have  difclaimed  your  idea  of  tbi 
fupremacy  of  the  Father,  in  any  fenfc  whatever. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER     Vn. 

AComparym  between  the  DoStrine  of  ^TOHjuhftatUu 
ation  and  that  ef  the  Trinity ;  of  the  Damnatory 
Clauje  in  the  Athanajian  Creed,  and  ofjime  Argu- 
ments for  the  Doffrine  of  the  Trinity  from  the 
Scriptures. 

REV£R£ND  SIKj 

"VrOU  labour  hard*,  with  jcfor /even  reafons, 
but  aU  to  no  purpofe,  to  fliew  that  the  do<arinc 
of  the  trinity  refts  on  a  better  foundation  than 
that  of  tranfuhftantiatien.  But  you  fay  f ,  that 
**  had  Chrift  aflerted  even  this  in  exprefs  tenm  I 
**  fliould  certainly  have  thought  myfelf  bound  to 
"  bdieve  it,  notwdiftanding  tHi  the  arguments  from 
**  reajon,  idiich  I  now  think  fo  conclufive  agwnft 
**  it."  In  riib  you  difcover  the  remains  of  your 
fijrmer  Catholic  principle,  of  the  fubmiffion  of 
reafin  to  faitb.  Now,  of  the  two,  the  doftrine  of 
tranfubftantiatim  is  revealed  in  much  plainer  terms 
than  that  of  the  trinity.  For  it  is  laid,  in  fome 
fenfe  or  other,  diat  the  bread  and  wine  are  the  body 
and  blood  of  Chrifi ;  but  it  is  no  where  faid  that  there 
is  a  threefold  difiinSion  in  the  divine  nature,  in  any 

•  Addrdt)  p.  19.  +  Difenet,  p.  74. 
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fenfe  whatever.  All  the  real  difference  between  the 
doftrine  of  tranfubftantiation  and  that  of  the  trinity 
is  that  the  former  implies  a  fbyfical  impqffibilityy  fincc 
no  two  different  fubftances  can  have  the  fame  pro- 
perties ;  and  the  latter  a  mathematical  one,  fince  three 
cannot  be  one,  or  one  three.  It  is  not,  as  I  have 
faid,  in  the  power  of  miracles  to  prove  either; 
though  it  is  in  the  power  of  church  authority,  and 
church  preferment,  to  make  men  declare  their  un- 
feigned affent  to  both ;  and  if  to  thefe,  to  any  other 
propolitions  whatever. 

Your  natural  candour  ftardes  at  the  damnatory 
claufe  in  the  Athanafian  creed,  and,  Uke  the  bilhop 
of  St.  David's,  you  take  it  to  be  a  very  innocent 
thing.  But  your  explanation  is  wrapped  up  in  more 
words  than  his.  "  With  refpeft  to  the  uncharitable 
claufes,"  which  you  fay  *,  "  are  ufually  fet  in  fo 
"  very  unfair  a  light,  it  cannot  be  too  ftrongly  in- 
"  culcated,  that  whatever  the  church  declares  con- 
cerning the  terms  of  falvadon  relates  only  to  the 
gofpel  covenant,  and  the  ordinary  courfe  of  God's 
difpenfations,  in  the  line  of  revealed  religion, 
"  without  pretending  to  exclude  from  the  general 
"  mercies  of /our  common  Father,  or  the  benefits 
of  Chrift's  redemption,  any  fuch  of  his  creatures 
as  have  not  forfeited  their  claim  to  favour,  by 
a  wilful  tranfgreflion  of  fuch  laws  as  they  had 
^^  fufficient  means  to  become  acquainted  with." 

•  Addrefs,  p.  42. 
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Your  meaning.  Sir,  in  this  language,  as  an  apology 
for  the  Athanafian  creed,  is  utterly  impenetrable  to 
me.  I  only  know  that  according  to  this  creed,  if 
the  language  of  it  have  any  meaning,  I,  and  all 
mankind,  at  leaft  all  who  have  heard  of  it  (though 
this  is  an  exception  which  the  creed  itfelf  has  not 
made)  are  to  be  damned  everlajlmgly  if  we  do  not 
believe  it,  and  that  you.  Sir,  from  mere  good  nature, 
feem  defirous  that  we  may  not. 

Among  the  texts  of/cripture  by  which  you  prove 
the  divinity  of  Chrift,  there  are  fome  which  I  never 
heard  of  before.  For  example,  you  rcprefent  Chrift 
as  faying*,  "  I  am  the  Lord  of  hofts.  I  am  the 
**  firit  and  the  iaft,  befides  whom  there  is  no  other 
**  God.  I  am  the  moft  high  God,  befides  whom 
**  there  is  no  Saviour.  In  piercing  me  they  pierced 
"  the  Lord  their  God.  I  am  the  mighty  God,  and 
"  cverlafting  Father.  I,  by  my  own  power,  remit 
**  the  fins  of  men.  I  am  the  character  of  God's 
"  fubftance,  &c.  Whatever  you  afk  in  my  name, 
"  I,  who  am  God,  will  do  it.  Baptifm  without  my 
"  name  is  as  httle  valid  as  without  the  name  of  the 
"  Father."  &c.  &c.  &c. 

Now  this,  Sir,  is  altogether  your  own  language, 
and  not  that  of  Chrift.  It  is  not  fcripture,  but  a 
miferable  perverlion  of  fcripture,  and  implies  nothing 
lefs  than  contradiftion  and  blafphemy.  For  accord- 
ing to  this,  the  Father  himfelf  is  not  God.    Nay,' 

•  Addrdt,  p.  It. 
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if  he  had  had  no  exiftence,  there  woiiki  have  been 
no  want  of  him.  And  when  you  talk  of  the  hhU 
cf  God*i  and  of  God  incarnate  dying'f,  the  language 
is  fo  unfcriptural^  and  fo  fhocking,  that  I  am  ftruck 
with  horror^  and  can  proceed  no  £uther.  Surely, 
fuch  uncouth  and  unfcriptural  language,  which  your 
unfcriptural  and  irrational  hypothefis  obliges  you 
to  make  ufe  of,  fufficiently  expofes  itfel£ 


I  am^  ice. 


LETTER     VIIL 
"fbe  Ccnclufion. 

REVEREND  SIR, 

• 

T  F,  as  I  have  faid,  you  had  not  ingrofled  all  the 
words  cxpreffive  of  wonder  and  ajlomjhmettt  that 
the  Englifh  language  fumifties,  I  fhould  have  ap- 
plied fomc  of  them  on  clofing,  as  well  as  on 
entering  upon,  this  review  of  your  moft  extra- 
ordinary performance.  That  young  men,  who  have 
not  read  or  thought  on  the  fubjeft,  and  whom  their 
parents  and  tutors  have  fufficient  reafon,  of  fome 


*  Addrefs,  p.  ii. 
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kind  or  other,  not  to  lead  to  read  or  think  about 
it,  fliould  fubfcribe  the  thirty-nine  articles,  or 
any  thing  elTe,  is  not  furprizing.  Nor  is  it  much 
to  be  wondered  at  that  a  perfon  fhould  think  he  has 
fiifficient  rcafons,  of  fome  kind  or  other,  to  quit  the 
church  of  Rome,  and  to  become  a  member  of  the 
church  of  England ;  becaufe,  in  certain  ficuations,  and 
with  refpcft  to  certain  perfons,  the  latter  may  have 
many  thiiu^  to  recommend  it,  which  he  cannot  have 
the  former.  But  that  a  perfon,  with  a  mind  fo  en- 
lightened as  yours  is,  fliould  undertake  a  defence  of 
your  conduft,  and  write  upon  the  fubjcft,  and  in  fo 
palpably  weak  a  manner  as  you  have  done;  that  you 
fhould  perhaps  have  dchberately  tranjcribed  what  you 
had  writtcn,and  then  have  zzr^)&.ycorrenedlheprefs% 
io  that  the  Cime  thoughts  and  language  muft  have 
paffed  in  review  before  you  fcveral  times,  and  yet 
that  you  Ihould  not  perceive  the  extreme  fiitility  of 
your  reafoning,  and  how  much  you  are  expofing  the 
caule  which  you  would  wifti  to  recommend,  may 
well  excite  wonder. 

But  as  the  term  wonder  is  only  cxpreflive  of 
ignorance,  I  will  not  fay  that  I  wonder  i  but  only  that 
I  now  fee  that  there  is  fomething  in  the  church  of 
England,  which  has  more  power  than  I  was  aware 
of,  to  blind  the  eyes  of  men,  in  other  refpefts  honeft 
and  ingenuous;  and  to  produce  a  degree  of  ftlf- 
delulion  almoft  equal  to  any  thing  that  we  fee  in 
Bedlam. 

This  confiJeration  makes  me  truly  thankful  to 

God,  that  my  fituation  and  circumflances  have  been 

N  4.  different 
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different  from  yours.  For  I  am  far  fix)m  thinking 
that  either  my  underftandingy  or  my  heart  is  naturally 
better  than  yours.  But  what  mufl  we  thmk  of  a 
Jyftem  which  has  fuch  a  power  of  perverting  the  beft 
faculties  and  difpofitions  that  God  has  given  to  man ! 

Let  all  who  are  happily  out  of  the  influence  of  this 
fajcination  join  in  the  mofl  ardent  prayers,  and  the 
moft  eameft,  but  peaceable  endeavours,  for  the 
demolition  of  it.  Like  Ulyffes,  let  us  feel  for  the 
fete  of  our  fellow  men,  who  are  fo  dreadfully  meta- 
morphofed  by  it ;  and  labour  to  undo  the  charm 
which  makes  them  think  and  feel  fo  diflferendy 
from  what  they  naturally  would  do. 

I  am.  Reverend  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  fervant, 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 


A  N 
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Of  the  different  Senfes  in  which  a  Subfcriptim  to  the 
thirty-nine  Articles  has  been  vindicated  by  Divines 
of  the  Church  of  England. 

A  N  ingenious  friend  of  mine  having  taken  the 
pains  to  colleft  an  account  of  all  the  fenfes  in 
which  the  fubfcription  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  of 
the  church  of  England  has  been  vindicated,  and  as  it 
may  amufe  my  readers  to  fee  them,  I  fhall  fubjoin 
them  as  an  Appendix  to  thefe  Letters.  He  has 
annexed  the  authorities  for  each ;  but  as  I  hope  he 
will  himfelf  make  fome  publication  on  the  fubjeft, 
I  Ihall  omit  them,  and  content  myfelf  with  the 
bare  lift. 

^he  Articles  have  been  fubfcribed 

I.  In  the  fenfe  of  the  impofers. 

II.  In  the  fenfe  of  the  compilers. 


III. 
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different  from  yours.  For  I  am  far  fix)m  thinking 
that  either  my  underftandingy  or  my  heart  is  naturally 
better  than  yours.  But  what  muft  we  think  of  a 
Jyftem  which  has  fuch  a  power  of  perverting  the  beft 
faculties  and  diipofitions  that  God  has  ^ven  to  man ! 

Let  all  who  are  happily  out  of  the  influence  of  this 
fajcination  join  in  the  moft  ardent  prayers,  and  the 
moft  eameft,  but  peaceable  endeavours,  for  the 
demolition  of  it.  Like  Ulyffes,  let  us  feel  for  the 
fete  of  our  fellow  men,  who  are  fo  dreadfully  meta- 
morphofed  by  it;  and  labour  to  undo  the  charm 
which  makes  them  think  and  feel  fo  diflferendy 
from  what  they  naturally  would  do. 

I  am.  Reverend  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  fervant. 


J.  PRIESTLEY. 
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Of  the  different  Senfes  in  which  a  Suhfrnption  to  the 
thirty-nttu  Articles  has  been  vindicated  by  Divines 
of  the  Church  of  England. 

A  N  ingenious  friend  of  mine  having  taken  the 
pains  to  collefl:  an  account  of  all  the  fenfes  in 
which  the  fiiblcription  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  of 
the  church  of  England  has  been  vindicated,  and  as  it 
may  amufe  my  readers  to  fee  them,  I  (hall  fubjoin 
them  as  an  Appendix  to  thefe  Letters.  He  has 
annexed  the  authorities  for  each;  but  as  I  hope  he 
will  himfelf  make  fome  pubhcation  on  the  fubjeft, 
I  Ihall  omit  them,  and  content  myfelf  with  the 
bare  lift. 

'The  Articles  have  been  fub/cribed 

I.  In  thefenfcofthcimpofers. 

II.  In  the  fenfe  of  the  compilers. 

III. 


184  LETTERS,    &C 

different  from  yours.  For  I  am  far  fix)m  thinking 
that  either  my  underftandingy  or  my  heart  is  naturally 
better  than  yours.  But  what  muft  we  think  of  a 
Jyftem  which  has  fuch  a  power  of  perverting  the  beft 
faculties  and  diipofitions  that  God  has  ^ven  to  man! 

Let  all  who  are  happily  out  of  the  influence  of  this 
fafcination  join  in  the  moft  ardent  prayers,  and  the 
moft  eameft,  but  peaceable  endeavours,  for  the 
demolition  of  it.  Like  Ulyffes,  let  us  feel  for  the 
fete  of  our  fellow  men,  who  are  fo  dreadfully  meta- 
morphofed  by  it ;  and  labour  to  undo  the  charm 
which  makes  them  think  and  feel  fo  diflfercndy 
from  what  they  naturally  would  do. 

I  am.  Reverend  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  fervant. 


J.  PRIESTLEY. 
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Of  the  different  Senfes  in  which  a  Subfcription  to  the 
thirty-nine  Articles  has  been  vindicated  by  Divines 
of  the  Church  of  England. 

A  N  ingenious  friend  of  mine  having  taken  the 
pains  to  colleft  an  account  of  all  the  fenfes  in 
which  the  fubfcription  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  of 
the  church  of  England  has  been  vindicated,  and  as  it 
may  amufe  my  readers  to  fee  them,  I  fhall  fubjoin 
them  as  an  Appendix  to  thefe  Letters.  He  has 
annexed  the  authorities  for  each ;  but  as  I  hope  he 
will  himfelf  make  fome  publication  on  the  fubjeft, 
I  (hall  omit  them,  and  content  myfelf  with  the 
bare  lift. 

^he  Articles  have  been  fubfcribed 

I.  In  the  fenfe  of  the  impofers. 

II.  In  the  fenfe  of  the  compilers. 
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different  from  yours.  For  I  am  &r  fix>m  thinking 
that  either  my  underftanding^  or  my  heart  is  naturally 
better  than  yours.  But  what  muft  we  think  of  a 
Jyftem  which  has  fuch  a  power  of  perverting  the  beft 
faculties  and  difpofidons  that  God  has  given  to  man ! 

Let  all  who  are  happily  out  of  the  influence  of  this 
fafcinatim  join  in  the  moft  ardent  prayers,  and  the 
moft  earned,  but  peaceable  endeavours,  for  the 
demolition  of  it.  Like  Ulyffes,  let  us  feel  for  the 
fete  of  our  fellow  men,  who  are  fo  dreadfuDy  meta- 
morphofed  by  it;  and  labour  to  undo  the  charm 
which  makes  them  think  and  feel  fo  differendy 
from  what  they  naturally  would  do. 

I  am.  Reverend  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  fervant. 


J.  PRIESTLEY. 
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Of  the  different  Senfes  m  which  a  Subfcriptim  to  the 
thirty-nine  Articles  has  been  vindicated  iy  Divinet 
of  the  Church  of  England. 

AN  ingenious  friend  of  mine  having  taken  the 
pains  to  colleft  an  account  of  all  the  fenlcs  in 
which  the  fubfcription  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  of 
the  church  of  England  has  been  vindicated,  and  as  it 
may  amufe  my  readers  to  fee  them,  I  (hall  fubjoin 
them  as  an  Appendix  to  thefe  Letters.  He  has 
annexed  the  authorities  for  each;  but  as  I  hope  he 
will  himfelf  make  fomc  publication  on  the  fubjeft, 
I  fhall  omit  them,  and  content  myfelf  with  the 
bare  lift. 

The  Articles  have  been  fubfcribed 

I.  In  the  fenfe  of  the  impofers. 

II.  In  the  fenfe  of  the  compilers. 
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III.  In  their  IkiiA,  obvious^  and  literal  meaning. 

IV.  In  any  fenfe  which  the  words  will  bear, 
confiilendy  with  the  fubfcriber's  interpretadon  of 
fcripture. 

V.  As  articles  of  peace. 

VI.  As  true  in  general,  and  fufficiendy  fo  for 
their  intention,  though  not  true  in  every  particular 
propofition. 

VII.  As  far  as  they  are  agreeable  to  the  word 
ctf  God. 

VIII.  As  far  as  they  are  fundamental  articles  of 
faith,  neccflary  to  falvation. 

IX.  On  the  authority  of  others. 

X.  In  any  fenfe  which  approved  doctors  of  the 
church  have  afiixcd  to  them. 

XI.  As  mere  forms  of  admifTion  into  an  office. 

To  tbefe  I  may  add^ 

XII.  That  of  Mr.  Paley,  who  maintains  that  any 
perfon  may  fubfcribe  the  articles  who  does  not 
belong  to  any  of  the  three  clafles  of  men  originally 
intended  to  be  excluded  from  the  church  by  them, 
viz.  Papifts^  Puritans^  and  Anabapifts. 

XIII. 
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Of  the  different  Senfes  in  which  a  Subjcrrptim  to  the 
thirty-nine  jirticles  has  been  vindicated  by  Divines 
of  the  Church  of  England. 

A  N  ingenious  friend  of  mine  having  taken  the 
pains  to  colleft  an  account  of  all  the  fenfes  in 
which  the  fubfcription  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  of 
the  church  of  England  has  been  vindicated,  and  as  it 
may  amufe  my  readers  to  fee  them,  I  fhall  fubjoin 
them  as  an  Appendix  to  thefe  Letters.  He  has 
annexed  the  authorities  for  each  i  but  as  I  hope  he 
will  himfelf  make  fome  publication  on  the  fubjeft, 
I  (hall  omit  them,  and  content  myfelf  with  the 
bare  lift. 


^he  Articles  have  been  fubjcribed 

I.  In  the  fenfc  of  the  impofers. 

II.  In  the  fcnfe  of  the  compilers. 


III. 
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mouthy  and  which  he  is  paid  for  pronouncing;  and 
that  he  is  at  liberty  to  preach  the  very  reverie  of 
the  doftrine  of  the  Common  Prayer-book  in  the 
pulpit.  But  if  fubfcription  be  oim  uje^  it  certainly 
ought  not  to  be  required;  as  it  only  excludes 
fcrupulous  and  confcientious  men.  If  the  church 
have  any  regard  for  the  purity  of  its  faith,  fomething 
will  be  done  in  this  very  ferious  bulinels. 

Had  all  our  bifhops  fince  the  revolution  been  as 
intelligent  and  confcientious  as  the  excellent  BUhop 
Burnet,  this  grievance  o(  fufcriftion  to  articles  (f 
faith  would  not  have  remained  unredrefled.  What 
he  fays  on  the  fubjeft  in  the  Conclufton  of  Ins  Hiftory 
is  fo  much  to  my  purpofe,  that  I  fhall  fubjoin  the 
whole  paragraph. 


cc 
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The  requiring  fubfcriptions  to  the  thirty-nine 
articles  is  a  great  impofition.  I  believe  them  all 
myfelf;  but  as  thofe  about  original  fin  and  pre- 
"  deftination  might  be  expreffed  more  unexcep- 
"  tionably,  fo  I  think  it  is  a  better  way  to  let  fuch 
"  matters  continue  to  be  ftill  the  ftandard  of  doc- 
"  trine,  with  fome  few  correftions,  and  to  cenfure 
"  thofe  who  teach  any  contrary  tenets;  than  to 
*'  oblige  all  that  ferve  in  the  church  to  fubfcribe 
them.  The  greater  part  fubfcribe  without  ever 
examining  them;  and  others  do  it  becaufe  they 
"  muft  do  it,  though  they  can  hardly  fatisfy  their 
"  confciences  about  fome  things  in  them.  Churches 
*^  and  focieties  are  much  better  fecured  by  laws^ 
**  than  by  fubfcriptions.  It  is  a  more  reafonable,  as 
*'  well  as  a  more  eafy  method  of  government.'* 


JDFERTISEMENT. 

tJAVING  had  occafion,  in  the  courfe  of  thefe 
Letters,  to  recommend  Mr.  Clarke's  TraSJs  in 
Defence  of  the  Divine  Unity,  including  his  Remarks 
en  Mr.  Hawkins's  Letter  to  me,  I  cannot  conclude 
without  mentioning  two  other  publications,  with 
which  I  wi(h  to  bring  my  readers  acquainted,  viz. 
^  Letter  to  the  Rev.  Dr.  White,  containing  Remarks 
on  certain  Paffages  in  the  Notes  fubjoined  to  his  Bamp- 
ton  LeSfures,  by  Philaletbes,  and  Mr.  Capel  Lop's 
Obfervatiens  on  the  firft  Part  of  Dr.  Knowles's  Tefti- 
tnoniesfrom  the  Writers  of  the  four  firft  Centuries. 


I  hope  that  Mr.  LoHt  will  finilh  what  he  lias 
begun,  and  continue  his  attention  to  a  very  im- 
portant, and  too  much  ncglefted,  branch  of  learn- 
ing. 
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I.  rr^HE  Hiftory  and  preient  State  of  Elcffricity,  with  original  £z^ 
X    perim(nit8,  iJIufbrated  with  Copper-pUteSy  4.th  Edition,  cor- 
re^ed  and  enlarged,  4to.  il.  is. 

a.  A  Familiar  Introdudim  to  the  Study  of  EleQridty,  5th  £dhioA» 
Svo.  28.  6d. 

3.  Obfir*vati<nis  relating  to  Education :  moreefpedallf  as  itreTpcAs 
the  Mind.  To  which  is  added.  An  Ettky  on  a  Courfe  of  Liberal 
Education  for  Civil  and  AAive  Life,  id  Edition,  js.  6d.  in  boaxds. 

4.  A  Courfe  of  Ledum  on  Oratory  and  Criiidfm,  4to.  xos.  6d.  in 
boards,  14.$.  bound. 

5.  An  Eflay  on  the  firft  Principles  of  Government,  and  on  tiie  Na- 
ture of  Political,  Civil,  and  Religious  Liberty,  2d  Edition,  much 
enlaigcd,  4s.  in  boards,  5s.  bound.  Im  this  Edition  are  introduced  the 
Kemarks  on  Church  Authority,  in  Anfwer  to  Dr.  Balguy,  former^ 
fuhUJbed  feparately. 

6  An  Examination  of  Dr.  Rett's  Inquiry  into  the  Human  Mind,  on 
the  Principles  of  Common  Senfe,  Dr.  Beattie's  Eflay  on  the  Nature 
and  Immutability  of  Truth,  and  Dr.  Ofwaid*s  Appeal  to  Common 
Senfe,  in  Behalf  of  Religion,  2d  Edition,  5s.  boards,  6s.  bound. 

7.  Difqutfitiom  rehting  to  Matter  and  Spirit.  To  vidiich  19  added, 
the  Hiftory  of  the  Philofophical  Do^nc  concerning  the  Origin  of  the 
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Soiili  and  the  Nature  of  Matter  $  with  its  Influenct  on  Cliriftiiimtyy 
cTpecially  with  refpca  to  the  Doarine  of  the  Pre-enOeiice  of  Chrift. 
Alfo  the  Do£lrine  of  Philofophical  Neceflity  iiluftratedy  the  %d  Edkicw 
enlarged  and  iiofifoved,  wUh  Remaiks  on  thoie  who  hare  controverted 
the  Principles  of  them,  a  vols.  8s.  6d.  in  boands,  xos.  bound. 

S.  A  Fne  Difctffidit€£iht  D9aruus  6i MateriaUfm  and  Pbib/bphkal 
Nec(^iy,  in  a  Correfpondeace  between  Dr.  Price  and  Dr.  PrieJII^, 
To  which  are  added  by  Dr.  PviefHty^  an  bttroduSiont  explaining  the 
Nature  of  the  Contcoverfy,  and  Letters  to  ieverai  Writers  who  have 
animadverted  on  his  Diiquifidons  relating  to  Matter  and  Spirit^  or  his 
Treatiie  on  Neceflity^  8vo.  6s.  fewed>  7s.  bound. 

9.  Letters  to  a  Pbikfopbical  UnbeKe*verf  Part  I.  Containing  an 
Examination  of  the  principal  Objeflions  to  the  DoMnes  of  Natmrai 
ReUgiom,  and  efpecially  dioie  contained  in  the  Writings  of  Mr.  Hume, 
3s.  lewed. 

to*  Addkkiuil  Letters  to  a  Pbikfopbical  Unbeliever  in  Anfwer  to 
Mr.  WiUioM  Hammon^  is.  6d* 

II.  Letters  to  a  Pbsiofopbical  UsAeReverj  Part  11.    Containing  • 
State  of  the  Evidence  of  Revealed  Religion,  with  Animadverfioas  on  the 
two  laft  Chapters  of  the  firft  Volvmc  of  Mr.  CibboM^s  Hiftory  of  the 
Decline  and  Fall  of  the  Ronum  Empire,  3s* 
N.  B.  ^e  t^wo  pre€e£t9g  Parts,  bound  t^etber,  7s.  6d« 

12.  InJIitutes  of  Natural  znd  Revealed  ReSgion,  in  two  Volumes, 
tvo.  id  Edition^  los.  6d.  in  boards,  12s.  bound. 

N.  B.  Tbe  third  Part  of  this  Work,  containing  the  Doarines  of 
Revelation^  ma)f  be  bad  alone,  2s,  6d.  fenved. 

13.  An  Hiftory  of  the  Corruptions  of  Cbrijiianity,  with  a  general 
Concluiiony  in  two  Parts.  Part  I.  Containing  Confiderations  addrefled 
to  Unbelievers,  and  efpecially  to  Mr.  Gibbon,  Part  II.  Containing 
Confiderations  addrefTed  to  the  Advocates  for  the  prefent  Eftablifhment, 
and  efpecially  to  Bifliop  Hurd,  %  vols.  8vo.  12s.  in  boards,  X4S. 
bound.  Or,  bound  uniformly  with  tbe  three  following  Defences  of  it, 
in  3  vols,  xK  xos. 

14.  A  Reply  to  the  Animadverfums  on  tbe  Hiftory  of  the  Cor- 
ruptions of  Cbrijfiamty,  in  the  Monthly  Review  for  June,  1783  j  with 
Obfervations  relating  to  the  Dof^rine  of  die  Primitive  Church,  con- 
cerning the  Perfon  of  Cbrijf,  8vo.  xs. 

X  5.  Remarks  on  the  Monthly  Review  of  the  Letters  to  Dr.  Horfley\ 
in  which  the  Riv,  Mr,  Samuel  Badcock,  the  Writer  of  that  Review, 
is  called  upon  to  defend  what  he  has  advanced  in  it,  6d. 

1 6*  LeHers 


2.\. 


BOORS  WRITTEN  BY  DR.   PRIESTXir« 

16.  Letters  to  Dr.  Hwrfley^  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans,  in  three 
Parts,  containing  farther  Eyidence  that  the  Primitive  Chriftian  Church 
was  Unitarian,  7s.  6d. 

N.  B.  ^efe  lafi  three  Articles  together  in  hoards^  ^,  or  loj.  bounJ, 

1 7 .  An  Hifiory  of  Earhf  O^imtms  concerning  Jefus  Chrifty  compiled 
fipom  Origina]  Writers  5  proving  that  tlje  Chriftian  Church  was  at 
^rft  Unitarian,  4  vols.  8vo.  il.  4s.  in  boards^  il.  8s.  bound. 

xS.  Letters  to  the  Jews;  inviting  them  to  an  amicable  DiTcufTion 
of  the  Evidence  of  Chriftianity,  in  two  Parts,  ss. 

19.  Drfences  of  Unitarianifm  for  the  Year  1786 ;  containing  Letters 
to  Dr.  Home,  Dean  of  Canterbury;  to  the  Young  Men  who  are  in  a 
Courfe  of  Education  for  the  Chriftian  Miniftry,  at  the  Univcrfities  of 
Oxford  and  Cambridge;  to  Dr.  Price;  and  to  Mr.  Parkhurft;  on 
the  Subject  of  the  Perfon  of  Chrift,  fecond  Edition,  3s. 

20.  Defences  of  Unitarianifm  for  the  Year  1787  ;  containing  Let- 
ters to  the  Rev.  Dr.  Geddes,  to  the  Rev.  Dr.  Price,  Part  IL  and  to 
the  Candidates  for  Orders  in  the  two  Univeifities.  Part  11.  Relating 
to  Mr.  Howes's  Appendix  to  his  fourth  Volume  of  Obfervations  on 
Books,  a  Letter  by  an  Under-Graduate  of  Oxford,  Dr.  Croft's  Bamp- 
ton  Leflures,  and  feveral  other  Publications,  2s.  6d. 

21.  An  Hifiory  of  the  Chrifiian  Church  from  the  earlieft  Period  to 
the  fall  of  the  Roman  Empire,  2  vols.  8vo.  145. 

22.  A  Letter  to  the  Right  Honourable  WiUiam  Pitt,  Firft  Lon?  of 
the  Treafury,  and  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer;  on  the  Subjecl  of 
Toleration  and  Church  Efiablijbments '^  occafioned  by  his  Speech  againli 
the  Repeal  of  the  Teft  and  Corporation  ASlSy  on  Wedntl'day  the  2 1  ll 
of  March,  1787,  the  fecond  Edition,  is. 

23.  A  Sermon  preached  before  the  Congregations  of  the  Oil  and 
Neiv  Meetings,  at  Birmingham,  November  5,  1789,  recommending 
the  CondufV  to  be  obfei-ved  by  Diflenters  in  order  to  procure  the  Rei>e;ih 
of  the  .Corporation  and  Teft  A6ls,  6d. 

/'V'  ^(fo  pubtifi^ed under  the  DireSlion  of  Dr,  Priestley, 
THE  THEOLOGICAL  REPOSITORY, 
Confifting  of  Original  Eflays,  Hints,  Queries,  Sec.  calculated  to  pro- 
mote Religious  Knowledge,  in  fix  Volumes,  8vo.  Price  il.  i6s. 
in  boards,  or  2I.  2s.  bound.  Among  otiier  Articles  too  many  to 
be  enumerated  in  an  Advcrtillment,  ihefe  fix  Volumes  will  be  foiuul 
to  contain  fuch  original  and  truly  valuable  Obfervations  on  the  Doc- 
trine of  Atmement,  the  Pre-exiftence  of  Chrift,  and  the  lnJ)>iration 
af  the  ^^Aittres,  more  efpccially  refpef^ing  the  Harmony  of  the 
E'uai^e^Sf  and  the  Reafoning  of  the  ApoflU  Paul,  as  cannot  fail  to 
recommend 'them  to  thofe  Perfons  who  wi(h  to  make  a  truly  free 
Inquiry  into  tbefc  impoitant  Subjects.     —  ' 
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